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SECRETARY'S  COPY 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  July  11,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday,  July  11, 
1968,  at  1:00  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott, 
Mortimer  Fleishhacker,  Jr.,  James  S.  Kearney,  and  Walter  W. 
Wight,  members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Walter  S.  Newman. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan  B. 
Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director -Implementation; 
Robert  W.  Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator;  Wayne  Rieke,  Planner  IV-Zoning; 
Samuel  Jung,  Planner  IV;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Maitland  Zane 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle;  Lorraine  Petty  represented  the  San 
Francisco  Daily  Commercial  News. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meetings  of  June  13,  20, 
and  27,  1968,  be  approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  reported  that  Mayor  Alioto  had 
requested  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  review  proposals  which  have  been  made 
for  use  of  Alcatraz  Island  and  to  prepare  a  plan  for  its  acquisition  from  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  Director  reminded  the  Commission  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will 
hold  a  public  hearing  next  Monday  to  consider  the  request  for  vacation  of  portions 
of  Montgomery  and  Lombard  Streets  for  the  International  Market  Center. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  the  firm  of  Urban  Design  Asso- 
ciates has  completed  urban  design  studies  for  each  of  the  two  BART  subway  station 
entrance  areas  on  Mission  Street.  A  summary  report  is  now  being  prepared  which 
will  be  presented  to  the  Commission  in  early  August, 

The  Director  informed  the  Commission  of  the  cost  involved  in  producing 
two  reports  recently  published  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  —  the  1969 
Housing  Inventory  Report  ($3,470)  and  the  Population  Projections  Report  ($4,600). 
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REVIEW  OF  ALTERATION  PERMIT  FOR  EXPANSION  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  ART  INSTITUTE. 

Robert  Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator,  stated  that  the  San 
Francisco  Art  Institute  had  recently  filed  an  application  for  an  alteration  permit 
to  increase  the  height  and  bulk  of  a  building  presently  under  construction  which 
was  authorized  as  a  conditional  use  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  1966.   Since 
approval  of  the  alteration  permit  would  substantially  increase  the  height  of  the 
building,  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  felt  that  this  matter 
should  be  considered  by  the  Commission.  During  the  interim  since  this  matter  had 
been  calendared,  however,  the  staff  had  been  advised  by  the  City  Attorney's  office 
that  the  proposed  increase  in  height  would  so  far  exceed  the  height  of  the  building 
originally  approved  by  the  Commission  that  the  Commission  should  not  review  the 
new  plans  unless  a  new  conditional  use  application  is  filed  by  the  San  Francisco 
Art  Institute  requesting  modification  of  the  conditions  previously  established  by 
the  Commission. 

In  response  to  questions  raised  by  Vice  President  Porter,  Mr.  Passmore 
stated  that  the  building  design  with  which  the  applicants  wished  to  proceed  had 
been  included  with  the  original  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to  the  Commission 
as  an  alternate  design;  however,  neither  the  applicants  nor  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  had  addressed  themselves  to  the  alternate  proposal 
when  the  expansion  project  had  first  been  considered  by  the  Commission.  Neverthe- 
less, the  applicants  had  assumed  that  the  alternate  had  been  approved  by  the  Com- 
mission; and  they  had  proceeded  with  construction  of  the  building  depicted  in  the 
alternate  plans.   Since  the  applicants  had  become  aware  that  the  alternate  had 
not  been  approved  by  the  Commission,  they  had  halted  their  construction  project 
pending  deliberation  of  this  matter  by  the  Commission. 

John  Ertola,  representing  himself  and  other  property  owners  in  the  sub- 
ject neighborhood,  asked  if  the  filing  of  a  new  conditional  use  application  by 
the  Art  Institute  would  allow  other  questions  about  the  expansion  project  to  be 
re-opened.  Mr.  Passmore  assumed  that  any  application  filed  by  the  Art  Institute 
would  be  limited  to  the  question  of  the  height  of  the  building  now  under  construc- 
tion. 

After  Mr.  Passmore  had  indicated  that  the  earliest  day  on  which  this 
matter  could  be  heard  by  the  Commission  if  a  conditional  use  application  were  to 
be  filed  would  be  August  8,  Mr.  Ertola  asked  if  the  hearing  could  be  delayed 
until  August  15  since  he  would  have  to  be  out  of  town  during  the  week  of  August  8. 
After  discussion,  Mr.  Paffard  Keatinge-Clay,  representing  the  San  Francisco  Art 
Institute,  indicated  that  August  15  would  be  an  acceptable  date  for  the  hearing. 

R68.35    Vacation  of  York  Street  between  Alameda  and  15th  Streets. 

Samuel  Jung,  Planner  IV,  described  this  matter  as  follows: 

"Pursuant  to  Section  116.1  of  the  Charter,  the  subject 
referral  has  been  received  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 


York  Street,  a  fee  street  not  improved  to  City  standards, 
is  a  cul-de-sac  which  extends  for  300  feet  south  of  Alameda 
Street  in  the  M-l  zoned  Division  Street  industrial  area.   Con- 
tinental Baking  Company,  whose  bakery  abuts  it  on  the  west, 
has  recently  bought  the  property  on  the  east  for  the  expansion 
of  its  plant  and  is  now  petitioning  for  its  vacation. 

This  portion  of  York  Street  dead  ends  on  the  south  at  the 
property  of  the  I.D.S.  Realty  Corporation  (White  Front  Stores, 
Inc.).  York  Street  now  can  serve  only  the  Continental  Baking 
Company  and  White  Front,  since  it  is  not  a  through  street. 
White  Front,  which  has  a  blank  wall  facing  York  Street,  objects 
to  the  vacation  because  it  feels  it  might  in  the  future  want  to 
open  a  door  on  to  the  street  and  use  it  for  the  receiving  of 
merchandise.   City  Attorney's  Opinion  No.  65-3-A,  issued  in 
regard  to  a  similar  case,  states  that  "it  is  well  established 
law  in  California  that  the  owner  of  property  abutting  upon  a 
public  street  acquires  a  private  easement  therein  for  purposes 
of  ingress  and  egress  which  constitutes  a  property  right 
attaching  to  his  land,  separate  and  apart  from  the  right  of  the 
public  to  use  the  street."  White  Front  also  feels  that  York 
Street  relieves  traffic  congestion  in  the  area;  however,  there 
appears  to  be  no  general  public  use  of  the  street. 

The  Continental  Baking  Company  now  has  a  16- foot  wide 
entrance  ramp  to  its  lower  level  extending  the  length  of  York 
Street.  York  Street  has  a  10  per  cent  grade  between  Alameda 
Street  and  its  terminus  300  feet  southerly. 

The  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and  Trans- 
portation reviewed  the  proposed  vacation  at  its  meeting  on  June  13, 
1968,  and  found  no  objection.   The  Fire  Department  does  not  have 
any  objection." 

Quentin  L.  Kopp,  representing  the  Continental  Baking  Company,  stated 
that  his  clients  wished  to  expand  their  business  across  York  Street  onto  two  par- 
cels of  property  which  they  had  recently  purchased  on  the  east  side  of  the  street. 
He  emphasized  that  the  vacation  of  York  Street  had  been  approved  by  the  Fire 
Department;  and  he  felt  that  the  problem  of  access  for  White  Front  should  be 
settled  privately. 

Marvin  D.  Morgenstein,  representing  White  Front  Stores,  stated  that  his 
clients  had  purchased  the  former  Seals  Stadium  site  and  had  proceeded  with  con- 
struction of  a  major  building  on  that  property  with  the  understanding  that  York 
Street  would  be  available  for  the  loading  and  unloading  of  merchandise.  He  pointed 
out  that  all  deliveries  to  the  White  Front  Store  would  have  to  be  made  from  Bryant 
Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  if  York  Street  were  to  be  closed;  and  he  did  not  think 
that  it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage  heavy  trucks  to  use  these 
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streets  for  loading  and  unloading  purposes.   Furthermore,  his  clients  had  intended 
to  construct  a  fire  door  opening  onto  York  Street;  and  he  felt  that  provision  of 
that  door  would  definitely  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  approved  plans  for  the  White 
Front  Store  show  the  two  doors  which  Mr.  Morgenstein  had  mentioned.   Mr. 
Morgenstein  replied  in  the  negative  and  indicated  that  the  location  of  the  doors 
will  depend  on  the  location  of  fixtures  which  will  be  placed  inside  the  store. 

Mr.  Kopp  distributed  photographs  which  he  had  taken  of  York  Street  and 
the  White  Front  Store  and  pointed  out  that  York  Street  is  not  now  improved  to 
meet  city  standards  and  that  no  doors  had  been  cut  along  the  York  Street  frontage 
of  the  White  Front  building  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  doors  had  been  cut  in 
other  areas  of  the  building. 

Vice  President  Porter  pointed  out  that  the  only  issue  before  the  Com- 
mission was  whether  the  proposed  vacation  of  York  Street  would  be  in  conformity 
with  the  Master  Plan.   Mr.  Jung  confirmed  this  fact  and  indicated  that  the  staff 
would  recommend  that  the  vacation  be  found  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan 
unless  the  public  interest  would  be  served  by  retaining  the  street  as  a  public 
thoroughfare. 

Mr.  Passmore  stated  that  retention  of  the  street  would  be  in  the  public 
interest  if  White  Front  Stores,  Inc.  had  been  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  street 
would  be  necessary  for  major  access  to  their  building;  however,  if  the  street  were 
to  be  used  only  for  secondary  access  to  the  White  Front  building,  he  felt  that  the 
access  problem  should  be  resolved  privately. 

Mr.  Morgenstein  believed  that  it  would  not  be  in  the  public  interest  to 
have  all  public  deliveries  made  to  the  White  Front  store  from  Potrero  and  Bryant 
Streets. 

The  Director  noted  that  the  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic 
and  Transportation  (ISCOTT)  and  the  Fire  Department  had  approved  the  vacation  of 
York  Street;  and,  since  both  ISCOTT  and  the  Fire  Department  concern  themselves 
directly  with  questions  of  access  such  as  those  being  raised  by  White  Front  Stores, 
he  felt  that  the  Commission  should  place  considerable  emphasis  on  their  recommen- 
dations and  findings  in  reaching  its  own  decision  as  to  whether  or  not  the  street 
vacation  would  be  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan.   As  a  result  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning' s  staff  review  of  the  proposal,  he  had  determined  that  the 
vacation  of  the  street  should  be  found  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  when  the  Continental  Baking  Company 
intends  to  undertake  its  expansion  project.   Mr.  Kopp  replied  that  the  project 
would  probably  be  initiated  within  the  next  year. 

Mr.  Morgenstein  stated  that  neither  ISCOTT  nor  the  Fire  Department  had 
consulted  with  representatives  of  White  Front. 
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Mr.  Kopp  stated  that  he  could  not  imagine  large  trucks  turning  around  on 
York  Street  even  if  White  Front  stores  were  to  construct  a  freight  entrance  in 
that  portion  of  their  building. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  noted  that  York  Street  has  a  width  of  80  feet; 
and  he  remarked  that  the  street  is  thus  fairly  wide.   However,  he  questioned  whether 
White  Front  stores  would  really  use  York  Street  if  it  were  to  remain  as  a  public 
thoroughfare;  and  he  felt  that  it  was  possible  that  they  may  have  had  other  reasons 
for  opposing  the  proposed  vacation  of  the  street.   In  his  opinion,  White  Front 
stores  had  not  demonstrated  that  the  street  is  really  needed;  and  he  felt  that  a 
better  case  might  have  been  made  for  retention  of  the  street  if  the  street  had 
actually  been  used  over  the  past  six  months. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Wight,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Director  be 
authorized  to  report  that  the  vacation  of  York  Street  between  Alameda  and  15th 
Streets  is  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

At  2:00  P.M.  Vice  President  Porter  announced  that  the  meeting  was  re- 
cessed.  Members  of  the  Commission  then  proceeded  to  Room  282,  City  Hall,  where 
they  were  joined  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  reconvened  at  3:00  P.M.  for  the 
scheduled  zoning  hearing. 

CU68.17   2371  -  19th  Avenue,  west  line,  145  feet  north  of  Taraval  Street. 

Request  for  a  parking  lot  in  an  R-3  District  to  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  adjacent  commercially  owned  service  station  which  is  to  be  remodeled. 

Joseph  Balanesi,  representing  the  Parkside  District  Improvement  Club 
Incorporated,  requested  that  hearing  of  this  matter  be  postponed  until  after  the 
next  general  meeting  of  his  association  which  will  be  held  on  the  second  Friday  in 
August. 

Rex  Dalrymple,  representing  the  applicant,  stated  that  his  clients  would 
be  willing  to  meet  further  with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
with  the  Parkside  District  Improvement  Club  in  working  out  final  details  of  the 
plans  for  the  proposed  facility;  however,  he  hoped  that  the  subject  application 
could  be  approved  in  principle  during  the  current  meeting. 

The  Director  indicated  that  he  would  not  be  adverse  to  postponing  the 
hearing  in  accordance  with  Mr.  Balanesi' s  request;  however,  he  felt  that  the  matter 
should  not  be  held  in  abeyance  for  more  than  three  weeks.   Vice  President  Porter 
realized  the  difficulties  involved  in  scheduling  neighborhood  meetings  during  the 
summer  months  when  many  people  are  out  of  town;  however,  she  felt  that  Mr.  Balanesi 
should  have  ample  time  to  meet  with  members  of  his  association  if  the  hearing  were 
postponed  until  the  meeting  of  August  8. 

Both  Mr.  Balanesi  and  Mr.  Dalrymple  indicated  that  postponement  of  the 
hearing  until  the  Commission's  meeting  on  August  8  would  be  acceptable. 
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After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker , 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  unanimously  that  hearing  of  this 
matter  be  postponed  until  the  meeting  of  August  8,  1968. 

CU68.15   Grove  Street,  southeast  corner  of  Baker  Street. 

Request  for  a  convalescent  hospital  with  approximately  168  beds  in  an 
R-3  District. 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  referred  to  land 
use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject  property.   He  stated  that  the  appli- 
cant had  proposed  to  construct  a  three-story,  168  bed  convalescent  hospital  on  the 
site.   There  would  be  off-street  parking  for  36  cars  on  the  ground  floor;  and 
these  parking  spaces  would  be  accessible  from  both  Baker  Street  and  Grove  Street. 
Also  on  the  ground  floor  would  be  administrative  offices,  kitchen,  doctor's  office 
and  laundry.   The  second  and  third  floors  would  include  dining,  recreation,  and 
visitors'  rooms  as  well  as  patients'  rooms. 

Malcolm  McCarthy,  representing  AGA  Associates,  the  applicants,  recognized 
that  the  Commission  had  been  concerned  about  the  need  for  convalescent  hospital 
facilities  in  San  Francisco;  but  he  had  understood  that  this  matter  had  been 
resolved  during  the  Commission's  meeting  of  June  13.   He  pointed  out  that  the  pro- 
posed facility  would  be  located  in  an  area  where  hospitals  and  medical  offices  are 
near  at  hand;  and  he  advised  the  Commission  that  the  proposed  facility  would  not 
require  any  variances  from  the  standards  of  the  City  Planning  Code.   He  stated 
that  the  applicants  had  hired  Appraisal  Research  Associates  to  study  the  financial 
feasibility  of  the  proposed  project;  and  the  results  of  that  study  had  indicated 
that  the  proposed  convalescent  hospital  would  constitute  the  best  economic  use  of 
the  subject  property.   The  plans  have  been  discussed  with  representatives  of 
Parkness  Memorial  Hospital  and  St.  Mary's  Hospital;  and,  in  both  cases,  they  had 
met  with  approval.   In  conclusion,  Mr.  McCarthy  stated  that  his  clients,  their 
architect,  and  the  person  who  would  operate  the  proposed  facility  were  present  to 
answer  any  questions  which  the  Commission  might  have  regarding  their  project. 

Commissioner  Kearney  asked  if  the  proposed  facility  would  accept  Medi-Cal 
patients.  Mr.  McCarthy  replied  that  35  or  40  per  cent  of  the  patients  in  the 
hospital  would  be  under  the  Medi-Cal  program. 

No  one  was  present  to  speak  in  opposition  to  the  subject  application. 

Mr.  Steele  recommended  that  the  subject  application  be  approved  with  con- 
ditions.  He  stated  that  the  site  is  convenient  to  many  hospitals  and  medical 
offices  and  to  public  transportation.   He  also  noted  that  there  is  a  need  for  addi- 
tional convalescent  hospital  beds  in  San  Francisco  to  serve  Medi-Cal  patients;  and 
he  felt  that  the  proposed  facility  should  help  to  meet  that  need.  After  distribu- 
ting and  reviewing  a  draft  resolution  which  contained  four  conditions,  he  recom- 
mended its  adoption. 
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Mr,  McCarthy  stated  that  the  conditions  recommended  by  Mr.  Steele  would 
be  acceptable  to  his  clients. 

Vice  President  Porter,  noting  that  Condition  No.  2  of  the  draft  resolu- 
tion specified  that  not  less  than  25  per  cent  of  the  patients  in  the  hospital 
should  be  subsidized  under  the  Medi-Cal  program,  asked  how  this  requirement  should 
be  enforced. 

Mr.  Steele,  in  reply,  noted  that  the  same  condition  required  that  annual 
reports  should  be  submitted  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  showing  the  number 
of  patient  days  of  occupancy,  the  total  number  of  patient  days  credited  under 
Medi-Cal  or  successor  programs,  and  the  percentage  of  patient  days  under  Medi-Cal 
or  successor  programs. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  felt  that  the  Commission  should  be  more  con- 
cerned about  making  certain  that  a  number  of  Medi-Cal  beds  are  made  available  for 
Medi-Cal  patients  and  that  those  beds  are  actually  used  for  that  purpose. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Wight,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6238  be 
adopted  and  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  the  conditions  contained 
in  the  draft  resolution. 

CU68.11   Octavia  Street,  northwest  corner  of  Fell  Street. 

Request  for  a  home  for  the  aged  with  approximately  60  beds  in  an  R-4 
District. 

Mr.  Steele  noted  that  the  applicant  was  not  present  in  the  meeting  room; 
and,  since  the  applicant  had  requested  postponement  of  the  scheduled  hearing,  he 
might  have  assumed  that  the  request  for  postponement  would  be  approved  automat- 
ically by  the  Commission. 

The  Director  remarked  that  the  application  had  originally  requested  per- 
mission for  construction  of  a  convalescent  hospital;  and  subsequently,  however,  a 
home  for  the  aged  had  been  requested  instead.   He  indicated  that  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  was  doubtful  that  adequate  plans  could  be  prepared  for 
a  home  for  the  aged;  and,  since  this  matter  had  been  on  the  Commission's  calendar 
since  May  2,  1968,  he  was  not  disposed  to  honor  any  further  requests  for  post- 
ponement of  the  Commission's  hearing  of  the  application.  Nevertheless,  since  the 
applicant  was  not  present  to  speak  in  his  own  behalf,  he  recommended  that  the  sub- 
ject application  be  rescheduled  for  consideration  during  the  Commission's  next 
meeting  on  July  18,  1968. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Elliott,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Wight,  and  carried  unanimously  that  hearing  of  the  subject  appli- 
cation be  postponed  for  one  week. 
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CU68.19   609  Hampshire  Street,  east  line,  100  feet  south  of  18th  Street. 
Request  for  continued  use  of  an  R-3  lot  for  parking  purposes. 

Mr.  Steele  noted  that  the  Commission,  in  March,  1968,  had  denied  an 
application  for  M-l  zoning  of  the  subject  lot  and  an  adjacent  lot  to  the  south 
which  would  have  permitted  the  applicant  to  continue  to  use  the  lot  for  parking 
of  delivery  trucks;  furthermore,  approval  of  that  application  would  have  permitted 
expansion  of  the  parking  use  onto  the  lot  to  the  south.   The  Commission's  disap- 
proval of  the  previous  application  was  unanimously  upheld  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors on  appeal.   Following  the  denial  of  the  appeal  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
the  subject  application  had  been  filed  requesting  conditional  use  authorization 
for  continued  use  of  the  R-3  parcel  of  property  for  customer  and  employee  parking 
for  the  Rose  Exterminator  Company. 

Jack  M.  Keeney,  owner  of  the  Rose  Exterminator  Company,  stated  that  the 
subject  lot  had  been  used  for  parking  for  a  number  of  years;  and  the  subject 
application  had  been  filed  to  legalize  that  use.   He  indicated  that  he  knew  of  no 
opposition  to  the  subject  application;  and,  if  it  were  approved,  it  would  enable 
a  planned  expansion  project  to  be  undertaken. 

Charles  N.  Wilmarth,  owner  of  a  building  located  at  657  Hampshire  Street, 
stated  that  he  had  opposed  the  applicant's  previous  application  for  reclassifica- 
tion of  the  subject  lot  and  an  adjacent  lot;  and  he  indicated  that  he  would  be 
opposed  to  the  current  application,  also,  if  it  would  result  in  further  commercial 
encroachment  onto  properties  zoned  for  residential  use. 

Mr.  Keeney  emphasized  that  the  subject  application  would  merely  legalize 
a  use  to  which  the  subject  lot  has  been  put  for  a  number  of  years;  it  would  not 
result  in  any  additional  residential  lots  being  used  for  parking  purposes. 

Mr.  Steele  recommended  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  two 
conditions  which  read  as  follows: 

"1.   Street  trees  shall  be  installed  along  the  frontage  of  the 
subject  property  and  adjoining  properties  owned  by  the 
applicant  on  Hampshire  Street,  and  the  subject  property 
will  be  screened  as  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Detailed  plans  for  landscaping,  fencing  or  other  screening, 
and  lighting  shall  be  developed  in  consultation  with  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  with  the  objectives  of  en- 
hancing the  appearance  of  the  subject  property  and  screening 
the  use  from  adjoining  residential  districts.   All  said 
plans  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  prior  to  filing  any  application  for  building 
permits. 
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2.  All  artificial  lighting  shall  be  deflected  downward  and 
away  from  surrounding  residential  properties;  no  signs  of 
any  type  shall  be  installed  on  the  subject  lot;  and  access 
shall  be  only  from  lots  to  the  north  of  the  subject  lot, 
rather  than  through  any  driveway  on  the  residentially  zoned 
property. " 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  the  applicant  would  be  willing  to  land- 
scape the  subject  lot  as  recommended  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning.  Mr.  Keeney  replied  that  he  would  be  willing  to  do  anything  that  needs 
to  be  done. 

Vice  President  Porter  then  asked  if  the  conditions  which  had  been 
recommended  by  the  staff  would  not  seem  to  Mr.  Wilmarth  to  promise  an  improvement 
over  present  conditions.  Mr.  Wilmarth  replied  in  the  affirmative  and  indicated 
that  he  would  support  approval  of  the  application  with  the  conditions  recommended 
by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6239  be 
adopted  and  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  the  conditions  contained 
in  the  draft  resolution. 

ZM68.18   Ripley  Street,  south  line  115  feet  east  of  Folsom  Street. 
P  to  an  R-3  District. 

Mr.  Steele  noted  that  the  subject  application  had  been  initiated  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  on  the  request  of  the  present  owner  of  the  property  who 
plans  to  sell  the  lot  which  was  inadvertently  classified  in  the  P  District  in  1963 
when  it  should  have  been  mapped  as  a  part  of  the  R-3  District.  When  the  new  zoning 
ordinance  was  adopted  in  1960,  private  lots  fronting  on  the  northerly  and  southerly 
sides  of  Ripley  Street  between  Folsom  and  Alabama  Streets  were  rezoned  from  R-l 
to  R-3;  the  subject  lot,  however,  was  classified  R-l-D  because  it  was  under  public 
ownership  at  that  time.   In  1961,  the  lot  was  reclassified  to  R-3  and  sold  by  the 
City;  and,  subsequently,  the  existing  multiple-family  dwelling  was  built  at  the 
R-3  density  which  was  then  permitted.   In  1963,  when  the  P  District  was  added  to 
the  zoning  map,  the  subject  lot  was  erroneously  included  in  that  district.  Under 
the  circumstances,  he  recommended  that  the  proposed  reclassification  of  the  prop- 
erty from  P  to  R-3  be  approved. 

Mrs.  Teresa  Roberts,  representing  property  owners  on  Folsom  and  Ripley 
Streets,  wondered  if  approval  of  the  subject  application  would  affect  any  other 
parcels  of  property  in  the  neighborhood.  Mr.  Steele  replied  in  the  negative. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Elliott,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Wight,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6240  be  adopted 
and  that  the  subject  application  be  approved. 
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At  3:50  P.M.  Vice  President  Porter  announced  a  ten  minute  recess.  The 
Commission  reconvened  at  4:00  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  hearing  of  the  remainder  of 
the  calendar. 

ZM68.17   Sun  Valley  Dairy,  300  Alemany  Boulevard,  and  adjacent  land  at  1030 
Crescent  Avenue,  south  line,  east  and  west  of  Prentiss  Street. 
C-2  to  an  M-l  District. 

Mr.  Steele  referred  to  land  use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject 
property.  He  stated  that  the  existing  dairy  plant  is  a  nonconforming  use  in  a  C-2 
district  without  a  specific  termination  date;  however,  because  of  the  nonconforming 
status  of  the  use,  the  dairy  does  not  have  a  right  to  expand.  He  noted  that  the 
Commission,  on  October  3,  1967,  had  considered  a  petition  filed  by  the  Sun  Valley 
Dairy  for  vacation  of  Prentiss  Street  between  the  two  parcels  of  land  which  it 
owned;  however,  since  the  C-2  zoning  of  the  adjacent  property  would  prohibit  the 
dairy  from  using  the  vacated  street,  action  on  the  vacation  request  had  been  post- 
poned pending  the  filing  and  consideration  of  the  present  application  for  reclass- 
ification of  the  property. 

Vincent  L.  Palmieri,  one  of  the  owners  of  the  Sun  Valley  Dairy,  believed 
that  the  appearance  of  the  Dairy  could  be  improved  significantly  if  Prentiss  Street 
were  to  be  vacated  and  if  the  property  were  to  be  rezoned  as  requested;  and  he 
displayed  a  sketch  which  had  been  prepared  to  show  how  the  dairy  plant  would  be 
remodeled  making  use  of  the  vacated  portion  of  Prentiss  Street.  He  remarked  that 
most  other  dairies  in  San  Francisco  are  located  in  semi-residential  areas;  never- 
theless, they  had  been  granted  proper  zoning  for  their  operation.  He  felt  that 
the  Sun  Valley  Dairy  should  enjoy  similar  circumstances. 

Commissioner  Wight  asked  if  all  of  the  vehicles  owned  by  the  Sun  Valley 
Dairy  could  be  accommodated  within  the  enclosure  which  was  proposed  to  be  con- 
structed. Mr.  Palmieri  replied  that  most  of  the  vehicles  could  be  parked  within 
the  existing  building  if  the  large  ice  cream  freezers  were  to  be  located  to  the 
outside  enclosure  as  proposed. 

The  Secretary  read  and  submitted  a  petition  which  had  been  signed  by 
various  residents  of  the  neighborhood  in  opposition  to  the  requested  change  of 
zoning.  The  petition  stated  that  many  of  the  activities  associated  with  the  dairy 
are  bothersome  to  residents  of  the  neighborhood;  and  it  was  felt  that  the  reclass- 
ification of  the  dairy  property  for  light  industrial  use  would  be  extremely  detri- 
mental to  the  adjacent  residential  neighborhood. 

Alvin  Wong,  115  Crescent  Avenue,  asked  how  the  requested  reclassification 
would  affect  the  height  permitted  on  the  subject  property.  Mr.  Steele  replied  that 
both  the  C-2  District  and  the  M-l  District  would  allow  unlimited  height  subject 
only  to  floor  area  ratio  standards.  However,  the  floor  area  ratio  allowed  under 
the  M-l  District  would  be  somewhat  greater  than  that  allowed  under  the  present  C-2 
zoning. 
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Mr.  Wong  remarked  that  it  would  be  very  detrimental  to  the  adjacent 
residential  neighborhood  if  taller  buildings  were  constructed  on  the  subject  prop- 
erty. 

Mr.  Palmieri  stated  that  the  Sun  Valley  Dairy  has  a  20  year  lease  on  the 
subject  site;  and  he  assured  the  Commission  that  the  height  of  the  buildings  would 
not  be  increased  during  that  time. 

The  Director  recommended  disapproval  of  the  request  for  reclassification 
of  the  subject  property  to  an  M-l  District  because  the  property  lies  directly 
across  the  street  from  an  R-l  District  and  immediately  adjacent  to  property  which 
has  recently  been  developed  with  residential  uses.   He  pointed  out  that  the 
standards  of  the  M-l  zoning  district  would  provide  no  protection  for  the  adjacent 
residential  uses  against  possible  detrimental  aspects  of  the  industrial  use  on  the 
subject  site;  and  he  felt  that  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
neighborhood  and  of  the  city  to  allow  expansion  of  the  dairy  without  any  limits 
other  than  those  appropriate  in  a  light  industrial  district. 

Mr.  Palmieri  remarked  that  the  city  had  actively  encouraged  the  Sun 
Valley  Dairy  to  remain  in  the  city  in  1958;  and,  as  a  result,  he  and  his  partners 
had  spent  a  great  deal  of  money  to  improve  their  facility.   Therefore,  they  would 
suffer  a  substantial  financial  loss  if  they  were  forced  to  move  at  the  present 
time. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  noted  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  had  not  objected  to  the  plan  which  had  been  depicted  on  the  sketch  which 
had  been  submitted  by  Mr.  Palmieri;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  he  wondered  if 
there  were  not  some  way  that  the  proposed  expansion  project  could  be  approved 
without  the  need  for  reclassifying  the  property  to  M-l. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  applicant  had  submitted  only  a  sketch  and 
not  a  plan  for  the  expansion  project.   In  any  case,  the  expansion  project  could  not 
be  approved  as  a  conditional  use  under  the  present  C-2  zoning;  and  reclassification 
of  the  property  to  C-M  or  M-l  would  involve  spot  zoning. 

Vice  President  Porter  recalled  that  the  city  had  been  concerned  about 
keeping  the  Sun  Valley  Dairy  in  1958;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  she  felt  that 
the  Commission  should  be  attentive  to  the  needs  of  this  industry.   However,  she 
felt  that  any  action  taken  by  the  Commission  should  involve  sufficient  control  to 
protect  the  neighborhood. 

Mr.  Palmieri  stated  that  he  would  have  been  willing  to  request  that  the 
property  be  rezoned  to  C-M  and  that  conditional  use  authorization  be  granted  for 
expansion  of  the  dairy.   Yet,  while  this  procedure  would  have  given  the  Commission 
greater  control  over  the  project,  he  had  understood  that  the  dairy  would  then  have 
had  to  be  completely  enclosed.   Construction  of  such  a  building  would  cost  at  least 
$50,000;  and,  therefore,  this  approach  had  not  seemed  feasible.   Mr.  Rieke  con- 
firmed that  all  parking  and  loading  operations  would  have  to  be  placed  within 
enclosed  buildings  if  the  property  were  to  be  reclassified  to  C-M. 
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Commissioner  Fleishhacker  noted,  however,  that  the  applicant  had  indi- 
cated that  parking  of  all  of  the  dairy's  vehicles  could  be  accommodated  with  the 
present  building  if  the  ice  cream  freezers  were  moved  outdoors.   Under  the  circum- 
stances, he  felt  that  it  should  be  possible  for  the  Commission  to  overcome  some 
of  the  technicalities  in  the  City  Planning  Code  and  to  authorize  the  proposed  ex- 
pansion as  a  conditional  use.   Therefore,  he  suggested  that  the  matter  might  be 
taken  under  advisement  to  allow  further  review  of  the  present  alternative  by  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  subject  appli- 
cation be  taken  under  advisement  indefinitely  to  allow  for  further  consultation 
between  the  applicant  and  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

CU68.18   905  California  Street,  southwest  corner  of  Powell  Street;  and 

875  California  Street,  south  line,  49  feet  east  of  Powell  Street. 
Request  for  authorization  to  convert  the  existing  Stanford  Court  Apart- 
ment House  into  a  hotel  with  incidental  commercial  uses,  and  to  renovate 
the  garage  located  at  875  California  Street  to  supply  off-street  parking 
for  the  hotel. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  Stanford  Court  Apartments  presently  contain 
126  units,  of  which  30  have  no  cooking  facilities.   During  recent  years,  illegal 
business  and  professional  offices  have  been  placed  in  the  building.   The  Rolls 
Garage  is  now  a  public  parking  garage  with  automobile  services,  a  nonconforming 
use,  and  accommodates  110  attendant -parked  automobiles. 

The  applicant  had  proposed  to  convert  the  apartment  building  to  a  hotel. 
The  "landmark"  stone  wall  along  the  property  line  and  the  existing  exterior  walls 
of  the  building  would  be  retained  essentially  as  they  are.   Otherwise,  the  building 
would  be  completely  remodeled  with  up  to  424  hotel  rooms. 

The  City  Planning  Code  provides  that  required  parking  spaces  for  such 
uses  may  be  provided  on  a  different  lot  as  a  principle  or  conditional  use  if  the 
availability  of  the  parking  spaces  is  assured  by  common  ownership  and  a  recorded 
document.   In  accordance  with  this  provision,  the  applicants  had  proposed  to  use 
the  Rolls  Garage  to  meet  the  parking  needs  of  the  proposed  hotel. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  Commission,  in  considering 
applications  for  a  hotel  with  incidental  commercial  uses  in  the  Nob  Hill  Special 
Use  District,  would  be  required  to  consider,  in  addition  to  the  usual  criteria 
for  a  conditional  use,  (1)  the  relationship  of  the  use  to  the  unique  character  of 
the  Nob  Hill  Special  Use  District;  (2)  the  preservation  of  existing  open  spaces; 
(3)  the  siting  of  the  building  so  as  to  maximize  insofar  as  practical  the  view 
potential  of  other  properties  as  well  as  their  own;  and  (4)  the  adequacy  of  off- 
street  parking  facilities  for  the  proposed  use  in  the  Special  Use  District. 
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Robert  Raymer,  attorney  for  the  Stanford  Court  Investment  Company, 
believed  that  the  project  proposed  by  his  clients  would  enhance  and  preserve  the 
present  character  of  the  neighborhood.   He  advised  the  Commission  that  both  the 
Stanford  Court  Apartments  and  the  Rolls  Garage  are  owned  by  the  same  party;  and 
he  indicated  that  his  clients  have  lease  privileges  on  both  of  the  buildings. 

Cal  Rossi,  one  of  the  investors  in  the  proposed  project,  stated  that  he 
had  been  associated  with  the  Stanford  Court  Apartments  for  the  past  five  years. 
During  that  time,  many  schemes  had  been  proposed  for  use  of  the  site;  unlike  the 
other  proposals;  however,  the  present  proposal  would  not  require  demolition  of  the 
building.   In  any  case,  Mr.  Rossi  felt  that  the  Commission  should  realize  that  it 
is  no  longer  economically  feasible  to  retain  the  existing  structure  as  an  apart- 
ment house. 

Elmer  Butsal,  architect  for  the  applicants,  displayed  and  described 
sketches  of  the  treatment  proposed  for  the  facade  of  the  building  and  plans  for 
the  remodeling  of  the  interior  space.  He  emphasized  that  many  of  the  significant 
features  of  the  building,  such  as  fireplaces,  would  be  retained. 

In  response  to  a  question  raised  by  Vice  President  Porter,  Mr.  Butsal 
indicated  that  the  rooms  in  the  proposed  hotel  would  have  an  average  size  of 
400  square  feet. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  existing  arch  giving  access  from 
Powell  Street  would  be  retained.   Mr.  Butsal  replied  in  the  affirmative  but  noted 
that  the  arch  would  be  used  only  for  pedestrians;  two  new  entrances  would  be  pro- 
vided from  Powell  Street  to  the  interior  court  for  automobile  traffic.   In  reply 
to  a  further  question  from  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  as  to  whether  the  facade  of 
the  garage  would  be  changed,  Mr.  Butsal  replied  that  the  garage  would  be  refaced. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  garage  would  be  used  only  by 
registered  guests  of  the  hotel. 

Mr.  Raymer  replied  that  it  would  be  possible  to  provide  additional 
parking  spaces  on  the  roof  of  the  garage;  and,  if  this  were  to  be  done,  the  garage 
would  provide  130  attendant- parked  parking  spaces  instead  of  the  110  spaces  pro- 
posed initially.  Since  the  City  Planning  Code  would  require  provision  for  only  76 
spaces,  he  felt  that  his  clients  would  wish  to  provide  parking  spaces  for  people 
other  than  residents  of  the  hotel  during  "off  hours".  Nevertheless,  the  garage 
would  be  used  principally  by  guests  of  the  hotel. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  revised  plans  would  result  in 
elimination  of  the  parking  spaces  presently  available  in  the  courtyard  of  the 
apartment  building.  Mr.  Rossi  replied  that  20  existing  parking  spaces  would  be 
eliminated. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  approval  of  the  subject  application 
would  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  density  on  the  site.  Mr.  Rossi  replied 
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that  the  hotel  would  have  424  rooms  in  378  units  whereas  the  apartment  building 
presently  contains  126  units.  However,  since  many  of  the  apartment  units  are 
occupied  by  as  many  as  five  persons,  he  did  not  feel  that  the  density  of  the 
building  would  be  increased  significantly. 

Mrs.  Lee,  owner  of  an  apartment  building  located  at  796  Pine  Street, 
asked  to  be  given  copies  of  any  written  information  about  the  proposed  projects 
so  that  she  could  advise  her  tenants  of  the  changes  which  would  be  taking  place. 

Mrs.  Eleanor  Green,  845  Pine  Street,  asked  to  be  provided  with  the  same 
information. 

Robert  Olson,  representing  the  Nob  Hill  Association,  stated  that  plans 
for  the  project  had  been  reviewed  by  Mr.  Ted  Moulton  who  had  found  them  to  be 
commendable. 

Mr.  Steele  recommended  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  con- 
ditions.  He  felt  that  provision  of  additional  hotel  space  in  the  immediate  prox- 
imity of  the  Fairmont  and  Mark  Hopkins  Hotels  would  be  appropriate;  and  he  noted 
that  the  conversion  of  the  existing  apartment  house  for  hotel  purposes  would 
retain  the  existing  and  desirable  architectural  character  of  the  immediate  area. 
Furthermore,  preservation  of  the  existing  wall  bounding  the  property,  which  most 
people  believe  to  have  historical  significance,  would  be  made  possible  by  the  pro- 
vision of  off-site  parking.  He  indicated  that  the  conditions  which  were  contained 
in  the  draft  resolution  of  approval  would  generally  cover  the  following:   (1) 
retention  of  the  exterior  walls  and  boundary  walls  of  the  Stanford  Court  Apartments, 
(2)  use  of  the  off-site  garage  only  for  the  hotel,  its  incidental  commercial  uses 
and  professional  offices,  (3)  limitations  on  the  size  of  the  hotel,  area  devoted  to 
incidental  commercial  uses,  capacity  of  the  garage,  and  scope  of  services  offered 
at  the  garage;  (4)  regulation  of  traffic  movement  from  the  garage;  and  (5)  staff 
review  of  all  final  plans  for  the  hotel  and  garage. 

Mr.  Raymer  asked  that  Condition  No.  3  of  the  draft  resolution  be  modified 
to  specify  that  the  parking  garage  be  for  the  "principal"  rather  than  the  "exclu- 
sive" use  of  employees,  visitors,  and  occupants  of  the  hotel  building.   Mr.  Steele 
agreed  to  amend  his  recommendation  accordingly;  however,  if  the  garage  were  to  be 
used  by  other  people,  he  felt  that  first  priority  should  be  given  to  residents  of 
other  hotels  and  that  the  next  priority  of  use  should  be  given  to  residents  of 
apartment  buildings  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Raymer  agreed;  however,  he  pointed  out  that  it  would  be  difficult 
to  cross-examine  all  of  the  drivers  who  might  be  entering  the  garage.  Vice 
President  Porter  agreed  that  this  condition  should  be  omitted  since  it  could  not 
be  enforced. 

Mr.  Raymer  next  requested  that  Paragraph  E  of  Condition  No.  3  be  modified 
to  provide  that  the  exterior  of  the  garage  shall  be  "treated"  rather  than  "painted" 
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in  a  manner  fitting  the  residential  character  of  the  area.  Mr.  Steele  agreed  to 
make  this  modification  in  the  draft  resolution,  also. 

Finally,  Mr.  Raymer  asked  for  modification  of  Condition  No.  4  of  the 
draft  resolution  which  read  as  follows:   "Detailed  plans  for  the  hotel  and  garage 
including  plans  for  landscaping  and  signs  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  prior  to  the  application  for  any  building  permits 
required  for  the  conversion  of  the  Stanford  Court  Apartments  to  a  hotel." 

After  discussion,  Mr.  Steele  agreed  to  amend  this  condition  to  read  as 
follows:   "Detailed  plans  for  the  hotel  and  garage  including  plans  for  signs  shall 
be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  prior  to  the  appli- 
cation for  any  building  permits  required  for  the  conversion  of  the  Stanford  Court 
Apartments  to  a  hotel.  Detailed  plans  for  landscaping  of  the  interior  court  as 
well  as  all  exterior  landscaped  areas  shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  piror  to  the  time  a  certificate  of  occupancy  is 
requested." 

Mr.  Raymer  indicated  that  the  draft  resolution,  as  modified,  would  be 
acceptable  to  his  clients. 

After  further  discussion  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Wight,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution 
be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6241  and  that  the  applica- 
tion be  approved  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  the  draft  resolution  as 
modified. 

HEARING  ON  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  DOWNTOWN  ZONING  ORDINANCE 

A.   Corner  premium  in  lieu  of  development  bonuses. 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  described  this 
proposed  amendment  as  follows: 

"This  amendment  would  allow  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office) 
district,  as  an  alternative  to  the  10  development  bonuses  that 
have  been  adopted,  a  corner  lot  premium  such  as  was  formerly  in 
effect.   This  premium  would  give  additional  floor  area  to  any 
portion  of  a  corner  property  within  125  feet  of  a  street  inter- 
section.  The  recommendation  in  Committee  was  that  the  corner 
premium  be  set  at  20  per  cent,  yielding  a  total  floor  area 
ratio  of  16.8:1  (14:1  base  plus  2.8:1  premium)  if  the  developer 
chose  this  premium  instead  of  using  the  development  bonuses. 

Proposals  of  interest  groups  to  retain  the  corner  premium 
were  considered  by  the  Commission  in  its  hearings  a  year  ago 
and  rejected.  The  lengthy  analysis  of  the  issue  will  not  be 
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repeated  here,  but  it  may  be  said  briefly  that  the  corner  premium 
was  not  retained  as  part  of  the  Commission's  proposals  because: 

a.  The  Downtown  Zoning  Study  was  authorized  and 
carried  out  with  the  understanding  that  one  of 
its  main  objectives  was  replacement  of  the 
existing  corner  premium  with  bonuses  that  would 
be  offered  for  building  features  having  advan- 
tages to  the  public. 

b.  In  whatever  form  it  might  be  used,  a  corner  pre- 
mium would  increase  the  ratios  permitted  to  an 
extent  that  would  discourage  use  of  the  new  bonus 
system. 

c.  Although  corner  sites  are  considered  more  desirable 
by  developers  and  tend  to  have  higher  values,  it 

is  not  a  valid  purpose  of  zoning  merely  to  protect 
and  enhance  these  advantages. 

d.  The  corner  premium  does  not  have  a  basis  in 
planning  and  is  not  found  in  the  zoning  ordinances 
of  other  cities;  it  permits  greater  intensity  of 
development  without  a  public  purpose. 

e.  By  contrast,  the  new  bonus  system  awards  addi- 
tional floor  area  in  exchange  for  public  bene- 
fits; in  the  case  of  corner  lots,  moreover,  there 
is  an  advantage  under  the  new  system  due  to  the 
greater  opportunity  on  corner  lots  to  provide  the 
building  features  for  which  bonuses  are  given  — 
this  advantage  often  will  work  out  to  about 

20  per  cent  over  interior  lots. 

The  amendment  proposed  in  Committee  to  offer  the  corner 
premium  in  lieu  of  the  development  bonuses  could  result  in 
buildings  approaching  17:1  in  floor  area  ratio  without  any 
publicly-oriented  building  features.   Such  license  is  undesir- 
able, and  it  is  also  unnecessary,  since  the  many  reviews  of 
buildings  already  built,  under  construction  or  proposed  testify 
to  the  fact  that  the  new  floor  area  ratios  and  bonus  system  will 
work." 

No  one  was  present  to  speak  in  favor  of  or  in  opposition  to  the  proposed 
amendment.  The  Secretary  advised  the  Commission  that  he  had  not  received  any 
correspondence  regarding  this  matter. 
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The  Director  recommended  adoption  of  a  draft  resolution  disapproving 
this  proposed  amendment  which  would  allow  a  corner  premium  in  lieu  of  development 
bonuses. 

After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Wight,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6242  be  adopted 
and  that  this  proposed  amendment  of  the  Downtown  Zoning  Ordinance  be  disapproved. 

B.  Floor  area  ratio,  parking  exemptions  and  transitional  heights  in  Jackson  Square 
and  adjacent  areas. 

Vice  President  Porter  announced  that  the  Commission  had  received  a 
request  from  Philip  S.  Ehrlich,  Jr.,  attorney  for  property  owners  in  the  area,  to 
postpone  hearing  of  this  matter  until  the  Commission's  meeting  on  September  5. 

After  discussion,  the  Commission  voted  unanimously  to  honor  this  request 
and  to  postpone  hearing  on  this  matter  until  the  meeting  of  September  5,  1968. 

C.  Four  technical  amendments. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  these  four  technical  amendments,  all  of  a  minor 
nature,  had  been  recommended  by  the  Department's  staff  in  letters  to  the  Planning 
and  Development  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors;  and  he  noted  that  these 
amendments  had  been  contained  in  the  May  9  report  of  the  Planning  and  Development 
Committee  to  the  full  Board  with  unanimous  approval.  He  described  these  amend- 
ments as  follows: 

1.  Exemptions  in  measuring  height  limits.   The  revised  language, 
concerning  the  types  of  projections  above  roof  level  that  are 
exempted  from  height  limits,  brings  the  Planning  Code  more 
closely  in  line  with  similar  provisions  in  the  Building  Code 
as  the  latter  code  is  now  being  revised. 

2.  Exemptions  in  measuring  lot  coverage.   The  Planning  Code  has 
for  some  time  been  inconsistent  in  exempting  lower  floors 
without  residential  occupancy  in  R-4  and  R-5  districts  from 
rear  yard  requirements,  but  not  from  coverage  requirements 
except  in  the  case  of  garage  levels.   In  the  new  R-4-C  and 
R-5-C  districts,  which  take  their  yard  and  coverage  require- 
ments from  the  R-4  and  R-5  districts  respectively,  this 
inconsistency  can  produce  problems  for  buildings  having 
their  ground  floors  devoted  to  commercial  uses.   The  amend- 
ment recommended  would  provide  that  coverage  requirements 

in  the  R-4,  R-5,  R-4-C  and  R-5-C  districts,  like  the  yard 
requirements,  would  apply  only  to  floors  of  residential 
occupancy. 
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3.  Application  of  parking  and  loading  requirements  to  city 
property.  After  the  parking  and  loading  provisions  in  the 
Planning  Code  were  re-organized  in  the  new  ordinance, 
questions  were  raised  as  to  the  applicability  of  existing 
parking  and  loading  standards  to  public  properties  and 
uses.   Only  city  properties  are  at  issue,  since  normally 
State  and  Federal  properties  are  exempt  from  local  zoning. 
To  be  legally  correct,  the  ordinance  should  specifically 
note  that  public  buildings  and  uses  are  intended  to  be 
covered  by  the  parking  and  loading  standards,  and  the 
recommendation  is  that  the  ordinance  be  amended  to  this 
effect. 

4.  Application  of  the  C-3-R  district  retail  continuity 
requirement  to  frontages  in  this  district  adjacent  to 

the  C-3-0  district.   When  the  downtown  district  boundaries 
were  first  recommended  to  the  Planning  Commission,  the 
boundary  between  the  C-3-0  (Office)  and  the  C-3-R  (Retail) 
districts  was  at  the  center  line  of  Kearny  Street.   In 
response  to  suggestions  by  the  public,  this  line  was  moved 
west  of  Kearny  Street.   This  change  now  requires  amendment 
of  the  language  of  the  retail  continuity  requirement  to 
make  it  continue  to  be  applicable  to  the  partial  blocks 
in  the  C-3-R  district  just  west  of  the  line,  as  well  as 
to  full  blocks  in  the  remainder  of  the  district. 

No  one  was  present  in  the  audience  to  speak  in  favor  of  or  opposition  to 
these  proposed  amendments. 

The  Director  recommended  adoption  of  a  draft  resolution  approving  these 
amendments. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker ,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6243  be 
adopted  and  that  these  four  technical  amendments  be  approved. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:30  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  July  18,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday,  July  18, 
1968,  at  2:15  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice 
President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott,  Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr., 
James  S.  Kearney,  and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   Walter  S.  Newman 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Edward 
I.  Murphy,  Assistant  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director- 
Implementation;  Robert  W.  Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator;  Samuel  Jung, 
Planner  IV;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

Edward  I.  Murphy,  Assistant  Director  of  Planning,  advised  the  Commission 
that  a  letter  had  been  received  from  James  L.  Tipton,  attorney  for  the  Palace 
Hotel,  requesting  postponement  of  a  public  hearing  on  the  proposal  to  designate 
the  Garden  Court  of  the  hotel  as  a  Landmark  from  August  8  to  September  12.   The 
Commission  authorized  the  Secretary  to  reply  to  Mr.  Tipton  that  action  will  be 
taken  on  his  request  on  August  8. 

Mr.  Murphy  advised  the  Commission  that  Mayor  Alioto  had  received  word 
that  the  Department  of  City  Planning1 s  application  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
funds  for  the  Urban  Design  Study  have  been  approved. 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  reported  that  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  meeting  on  Monday,  had  approved  the  vacation  of  portions  of 
Lombard  and  Montgomery  Streets  for  the  International  Market  Center  with  the  condi- 
tions which  had  been  recommended  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.   Mr.  Steele  also 
advised  the  Commission  that  the  Board  had  sustained  the  Commission's  disapproval 
of  a  request  for  reclassification  of  five  parcels  of  property  on  Mount  Olympus. 

Mr.  Murphy  reported  that  all  of  the  planning  matters  which  had  appeared 
on  the  Planning  and  Development  Committee's  calendar  last  Tuesday  had  been  trans- 
mitted to  the  full  Board  of  Supervisors  without  recommendation. 
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R68.45    Acquisition  of  five  lots  on  Upper  Terrace  for  Mount  Olympus  Park. 

Samuel  Jung,  Planner  IV,  reported  to  the  Commission  on  this  matter  as 


follows: 


"The  five  vacant  lots  at  the  northern  end  of  Upper  Terrace 
on  Mount  Olympus  have  a  frontage  of  165  feet  and  a  total  area  of 
20,875  square  feet.   They  are  in  three  separate  ownerships. 
Imminent  building  plans  for  two  of  the  lots  brought  a  request 
from  the  Mount  Olympus  Neighbors  Association  for  rezoning  from 
R-3  to  R-2;  the  City  Planning  Commission  disapproved  the  rezoning 
and  was  sustained  on  appeal  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The 
building  permit  which  has  been  issued  by  the  City  for  two  of  these 
lots  is  now  before  the  courts  because  of  private  covenant  consid- 
erations. 

There  is  an  excellent  view  from  the  property,  taking  in 
Golden  Gate  Park,  St.  Ignatius  Church  and  Mount  Tamalpais.  The 
elevation  of  the  property  at  the  street  frontage  is  approximately 
540  feet  above  City  datum,  with  approximately  one-third  of  the 
property  being  level  with  the  street  and  the  remainder  dropping 
off  steeply  to  the  north.  The  City  owns  a  100  by  100- foot  parcel, 
Mount  Olympus  park,  in  the  center  of  the  Upper  Terrace  turnaround 
immediately  to  the  south  of  the  five  lots.  Both  the  park  and  its 
now-gone  monument  to  liberty,  which  was  demolished  in  the  interests 
of  safety  a  few  years  ago,  were  donated  to  the  City  by  Adolph  Sutro. 

Acquisition  of  the  five  lots  is  in  conformity  with  Objective 
No.  2  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Area  Location  Plan  of  the  Public 
Facilities  Section  of  the  Master  Plan: 

The  protection,  preservation  and  enhancement  of  areas 
of  natural  scenic  beauty,  and  the  provision  of  open 
landscaped  areas  equitably  distributed  throughout  the 
city. 

and  also  with  Principle  No.  4  of  the  Plan: 

Small  parks,  containing  areas  of  scenic  interest,  either 
natural  or  created,  and  providing  for  passive  and  some 
forms  of  active  recreation  not  requiring  organized  direc- 
tion, should  be  available  within  1/2  mile  of  every 
residence  in  the  community  areas  of  the  city  .  .  . 

No  appraisal  has  been  made  of  the  property.  The  current  total 
assessed  value  is  $23,500,  which  is  approximately  one-quarter  of 
the  market  value." 
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At  this  point  in  the  proceedings,  Commissioner  Elliott  arrived  and 
assumed  his  chair  at  the  Commission  table. 

Mr.  Murphy  read  from  a  letter  which  had  previously  been  sent  by  Allan  B. 
Jacobs  to  Supervisor  Jack  Morrison  as  follows: 

"Thank  you  for  your  letters  of  June  11  and  June  12,  1968 
regarding  the  suggestion  that  the  City  purchase  five  vacant 
lots  on  Mount  Olympus  for  park  use.   In  principle  I  support  a 
proposal  for  acquisition  of  this  property  as  a  park  area  to 
preserve  and  enhance  public  views.   On  its  merits  the  suggested 
purchase  of  land  would  qualify  as  the  subject  of  an  application 
to  the  Federal  Government  for  an  open-space  grant  for  view 
preservation.   Federal  assistance  might  also  be  requested  for 
acquiring  the  property  as  a  mini-park  with  the  primary  objective 
of  serving  the  recreational  needs  of  the  neighborhood,  but  I 
have  a  strong  feeling  that  this  would  be  stretching  the  mini- 
park  idea  in  this  case. 

As  so  often  happens  in  decision-making,  however,  the 
problem  is  one  of  relative  values  and  priorities.   In  competing 
for  a  substantial  share  of  the  limited  supply  of  Federal  funds, 
this  proposal  for  public  acquisition  must  be  weighed  against 
the  claims  of  congested  and  disadvantaged  low- income  areas, 
such  as  the  Bayview  or  the  Western  Addition.   Social  and  eco- 
nomic factors  should  also  be  considered  in  evaluating  any  pro- 
posal for  allocating  City  revenues  to  assist  private  purchase 
by  a  neighborhood  association.   Frankly,  while  I  personally 
agree  with  acquisition  as  a  park  area,  I  just  don't  know  where 
the  funds  could  come  from." 

Mr.  Murphy  recommended  that  acquisition  of  the  five  lots  be  approved  as 
in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

Commissioner  Porter  pointed  out  that  it  would  be  difficult  for  residents 
of  San  Francisco  to  get  to  the  property  if  it  were  to  be  purchased  for  park  pur- 
poses.  She  also  wondered  how  much  money  the  Mount  Olympus  Neighbors  Association 
had  raised  toward  purchase  of  the  park  thus  far. 

Edward  Howden,  representing  the  Mount  Olympus  Neighbors  Association, 
stated  that  the  members  of  his  association  were  confident  that  they  could  raise 
between  $40,000  and  $50,000  towards  the  purchase  price  of  the  property.   He  also 
noted  that  two  stairways  give  access  to  the  top  of  Mount  Olympus  --  one  from  Upper 
Terrace  and  the  other  from  Seventeenth  Street. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  remarked  that  almost  any  property  in  the  city 
would  meet  the  standards  quoted  by  Mr.  Jung  for  being  in  conformity  with  the  Master 
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Plan.   Commissioner  Porter  agreed;  however,  she  felt  that  future  generations  of 
San  Franciscans  would  benefit  if  sufficient  money  were  raised  to  purchase  this 
property  for  use  as  permanent  open  space. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker ,  noting  that  the  owner  of  two  of  the  subject 
properties  has  been  prevented  from  undertaking  a  construction  project  which  he  had 
planned,  stated  that  he  was  opposed  to  any  actions  taken  by  public  agencies  which 
would  cause  unnecessary  delays  thereby  improperly  penalizing  private  entrepreneurs, 
Mr.  Murphy  stated  that  the  building  project  is  presently  being  delayed  because  of 
a  court  action  initiated  by  the  neighborhood  association;  however,  he  did  not  feel 
that  favorable  action  on  the  subject  referral  by  the  Commission  would  directly 
affect  the  building  project  contemplated  by  the  owner. 

Commissioner  Kearney  remarked  that  the  City  Planning  Commission,  during 
its  annual  Capital  Improvement  Program  reviews,  finds  many  proposed  projects  to 
be  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan;  however,  as  in  the  present  case,  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  determine  what  priority  will  be 
assigned  to  each  of  the  proposed  projects. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Assistant  Director  be 
authorized  to  report  that  the  acquisition  for  park  purposes  of  Lots  9  through  13, 
Block  2629A,  is  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

R68.20    26th  Street  between  Treat  Avenue  and  Harrison  Street,  revocable  permit 
to  close  and  use  for  recreational  purposes. 

Mr.  Jung  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"The  Community  Design  Center  has  prepared  plans  for  the 
East  Mission  Action  Council  for  the  development  of  Garfield 
Square  and  for  the  use  of  26th  Street  in  the  one  block  between 
the  park  and  the  Bernal  Dwellings  public  housing  project.   The 
proposal  is  to  close  26th  Street  to  through  traffic  under  a 
revocable  permit  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time,  to  permit 
its  use  for  basketball.   A  driveway  would  be  left  open  to  the 
parking  areas  in  the  housing  project.   The  Housing  Authority 
has  no  objection  to  the  street  closing  provided  that  certain 
of  its  suggestions  are  observed,  such  as  removal  of  goals  which 
would  utilize  the  access  driveway  for  playing  space. 

Fencing  and  bollards  would  close  off  the  street.   New 
paving  would  probably  be  required,  since  the  curbs  are  too 
close  to  the  sidelines  of  the  proposed  basketball  court.   No 
cost  estimates  have  been  made. 
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The  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and  Trans- 
portation recommended  against  the  revocable  permit  at  its  meeting 
of  March  28,  1968,  because  it  believes  that  although  26th  Street 
does  not  serve  heavy  through  traffic  in  this  area,  it  is  a  valuable 
bypass  for  Army  Street. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Streets  and  Trans- 
portation Committee  on  June  26,  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
was  asked  to  reconsider  its  recommendation  against  the  closing. 
All  other  departments  concerned  were  asked  to  prepare  reports 
before  the  next  meeting  of  the  committee  on  July  25. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  have  taken  no  action  because  it  was  anticipated 
that  the  playground  at  Cogswell  Polytechnical  College,  a  block 
away  at  26th  and  Folsom  Streets,  would  become  available  for  lease 
to  the  City  at  a  nominal  amount.   This  playground  has  a  basket- 
ball court  and  a  Softball  diamond  and  consists  of  approximately 
47,000  square  feet,  whereas  the  area  of  26th  Street  that  would  be 
available  for  recreation  under  a  revocable  permit  is  only  12,000 
square  feet,  including  sidewalks.   The  Cogswell  playground  would 
provide  a  better  and  larger  facility  without  interfering  with 
traffic. 

However,  the  lease  with  Cogswell  Polytechnical  College  can 
not  be  obtained  in  time  to  use  its  playground  this  summer,  and 
its  Board  of  Trustees  is  agreeable  only  to  a  lease  for  three 
months  next  summer,  with  the  right  to  revew  the  lease  for  the 
following  two  summers." 

After  discussion,  Mr.  Murphy  recommended  that  the  proposed  revocable 
permit  should  not  be  granted  because  the  street  is  needed  to  serve  traffic.   He 
further  recommended  that  the  city  pursue  the  matter  of  the  Cogswell  Playground 
lease. 

Commissioner  Kearney  suggested  that  the  possibility  of  using  a  portion 
of  Garfield  Square  for  the  basketball  court  should  be  explored  further,  also. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Porter,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Director  be  authorized  to 
report  that  the  proposed  revocable  permit  to  close  26th  Street  between  Treat  Avenue 
and  Harrison  Street  should  not  be  granted  because  the  street  is  needed  to  serve 
traffic.   It  was  further  recommended  that  the  city  pursue  the  matter  of  the  Cogs- 
well Playground  lease  for  the  more  intensive  use  of  Garfield  Square. 


. 


! 


" 
1 


. 


' 


. 


■     . 


'. 


R68.36    Jurisdictional  transfer  of  a  portion  of  Lot  3,  Block  6725  at  Roanoke 
Street  and  San  Jose  Avenue  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission. 

Mr.  Jung  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"The  parcel  in  question  consists  of  approximately  2,400 

square  feet  at  Roanoke  Street  and  San  Jose  Avenue,  and  is  a 

part  of  a  20,000  square  foot  vacant  parcel  acquired  by  the 

Department  of  Public  Works  in  1928  for  the  Bernal  Cut.  It  is 
zoned  R-2. 

The  Water  Department's  pressure  regulating  facilities 
between  the  Sunset  and  College  Hill  reservoir  systems  are  now 
located  at  Diamond  Street  and  San  Jose  Avenue  on  Lot  19, 
Block  6755,  but  are  being  acquired  by  condemnation  proceedings 
by  BARTD.   BARTD  will  pay  the  cost  of  relocating  the  facilities 
at  the  proposed  site  on  a  portion  of  Lot  3,  Block  6725.   The 
Department  of  Public  Works  will  receive  the  historical  cost 
from  the  Water  Department. 

The  facility,  not  completely  designed  yet,  will  consist 
mostly  of  valves  which  are  normally  placed  underground.  The 
building  will  be  small,  on  the  order  of  8  by  10  feet,  and  the 
grounds  will  be  landscaped  and  surrounded  by  a  protective  fence. 
The  installation  is  permitted  in  a  residential  zone  by  Section 
201.1(c)  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

The  remainder  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  property 
would  be  suitable  for  a  mini-park  and  should  be  reserved  for 
that  use." 

Mr.  Murphy  recommended  that  the  proposed  transfer  be  approved  as  in  con- 
formity with  the  Master  Plan. 

After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Assistant  Director  be 
authorized  to  report  that  the  proposed  jurisdictional  transfer  of  a  portion  of 
Lot  3,  Block  6725,  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  as  shown  on  Water  Department  Drawing  No.  B-3118,  is  in  conformity  with 
the  Master  Plan. 

R68.38    Vacation  of  a  portion  of  Athens  Street  south  of  Valmar  Terrace. 

Mr.  Jung  described  this  matter  as  follows: 
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"In  the  early  1950's  the  grid  street  pattern  on  the  knoll 
just  outside  of  the  northwest  corner  of  John  McLaren  Park  was 
modified  as  a  part  of  La  Grande  Vue  subdivision  and  Valmar  Ter- 
race was  created,  joining  Athens  Street  to  make  a  loop  street 
north  of  Avalon  Avenue.   A  portion  of  Athens  Street  south  of 
Valmar  Terrace  was  vacated,  new  lots  created,  and  then  a  14- foot 
strip  was  rededicated  as  a  fee  street  for  a  stairway  leading 
down  to  Avalon  Avenue  in  1954.   The  present  street  area  is  shown 
on  drawing  SUR-1568:   the  14-foot  strip  extending  southerly  from 
Valmar  Terrace  for  100  feet  which  then  widens  to  69.5  feet  for 
the  next  100  feet.   A  6-foot  wide  walk  and  concrete  stairway  in 
this  street  area  connects  Valmar  Terrace  with  Avalon  Avenue. 
The  owner  of  Lot  29,  Block  5961,  to  the  east  of  the  stairway  on 
Valmar  Terrace  has  petitioned  for  the  vacation  of  a  strip  7  feet 
wide  and  100  feet  long  between  his  house  and  the  walk.   He  has 
landscaped  this  strip  with  low-growing  junipers  and  has  maintained 
it  in  a  neat  and  clean  condition. 

The  walk  and  stairway  provide  access  to  the  #52  Excelsior 
bus  line  on  Avalon  Avenue  below,  a  local  service  bus  which  con- 
nects with  major  bus  lines  at  Geneva  Avenue  and  on  Mission  Street, 
and  access  to  schools  in  the  Excelsior  district  including  Luther 
Burbank  Junior  High  school. 

If  the  proposed  vacation  is  carried  out,  the  abutting  owner 
will  be  able  to  fence  the  7-foot  strip,  narrowing  the  passageway 
to  7  feet.   It  would  be  desirable  to  leave  the  passageway  at  14 
feet,  wide  enough  not  to  give  a  hemmed-in  feeling. 

No  vacation  is  requested  for  the  lower  portion  of  Athens 
Street,  69.5  by  100  feet,  at  this  time.  Although  it  is  steep, 
it  levels  off  somewhat  in  the  middle  and  might  be  developed  as 
a  mini-park  in  the  future. 

The  area  is  zoned  R-l  and  is  built  up  with  single  family 
houses." 

Mr.  Murphy  recommended  that  the  proposed  vacation  be  disapproved  as  not 
in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  because  the  resulting  7  foot  wide  pedestrian 
passageway  would  be  oppressively  narrow  and  unattractive  to  pedestrians. 

After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Assistant  Director  be 
authorized  to  report  that  the  proposed  vacation  of  a  portion  of  Athens  Street 
south  of  Valmar  Terrace,  as  shown  on  SUR-1568,  is  not  in  conformity  with  the 
Master  Plan  because  the  resulting  7  foot  wide  pedtrian  passageway  would  be  oppres- 
sively narrow  and  unattractive  to  pedestrians. 
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CU68.11   Octavia  Street,  northwest  corner  of  Fell  Street. 

Request  for  a  home  for  the  aged  with  approximately  60  beds  in  an  R-4 
District.   (Hearing  postponed  from  meetings  of  May  2,  1968  and  July  11, 
1968.) 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  stated  that  a 
letter  had  been  sent  to  the  applicant  notifying  him  that  this  matter  would  be 
scheduled  for  presentation  during  the  present  meeting;  however,  as  the  result  of 
a  follow-up  telephone  call,  the  staff  had  been  advised  that  the  applicant  is  out 
of  town.   Therefore,  he  recommended  that  the  matter  be  postponed  for  one  more  week. 

The  Commission  asked  that  the  applicant  be  advised  that  action  will  be 
taken  on  the  application  even  if  the  applicant  is  not  present  next  week. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:30  P.M. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  July  25,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday,  July  25, 
1968,  at  2:15  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice 
President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott,  Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr., 
James  S.  Kearney,  and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   Walter  S.  Newman 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Edward 
I.  Murphy,  Assistant  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director- 
Implementation;  Robert  Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio, 
Secretary. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

Edward  I.  Murphy,  Assistant  Director  of  Planning,  reported  that  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  meeting  on  Monday,  had  approved  the  technical  amendments  to 
the  C-3  ordinance  which  were  recommended  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  July 
11. 

Mr.  Murphy  advised  the  Commission  that  the  proposed  corner  premium 
amendment  to  the  C-3  ordinance,  which  was  disapproved  by  the  Commission  on  July  11, 
will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  and  Development  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors on  Tuesday,  August  6. 

Mr.  Murphy  informed  the  Commission  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Depart- 
ment's proposed  bond  issue  for  the  South  Bayshore  area  had  been  approved  for  inclu- 
sion on  the  November  ballot. 

Mr.  Murphy  reported  that  the  proposed  acquisition  of  properties  on  Mount 
Olympus  for  open  space  purposes  was  considered  by  the  Finance  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  Wednesday.   Further  consideration  will  be  given  to  this 
matter  by  the  Committee  at  its  meeting  next  week. 
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Mr.  Murphy,  noting  that  the  Commission  had  previously  inquired  into  the 
procedures  followed  when  developers  wish  to  occupy  portions  of  public  streets 
during  the  course  of  building  construction  projects,  indicated  that  he  has  pre- 
pared to  report  to  the  Commission  on  this  matter.   He  had  been  advised  that  the 
Director  of  Public  Works  may  authorize  occupancy  of  up  to  one-half  of  the  side- 
walk area  or  up  to  one-third  of  the  roadway  area  for  the  duration  of  construction 
projects.   Occupancy  of  larger  areas  must  be  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Supervi- 
sors.  After  discussion,  the  Commission  asked  that  a  letter  be  sent  to  the 
Director  of  Public  Works  asking  about  the  possibility  of  reducing  the  area  of 
Front  Street  near  the  Embarcadero  Center  which  is  presently  closed  for  construc- 
tion purposes. 

Commissioner  Kearney  remarked  that  he  had  read  in  the  newspaper  that  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  had  been  requested  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  pre- 
pare a  plan  for  the  Haight-Ashbury  district.   He  asked  what  steps  the  Department 
intended  to  take  in  this  matter.   Mr.  Murphy  replied  that  the  proposal  had  been 
introduced  by  Supervisor  Francois  on  roll  call  during  Monday's  meeting  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors;  and  he  indicated  that  the  Department  had  not  yet  received  a 
formal  request  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  undertake  the  study.   He  assured 
the  Commission  that  copies  of  the  letter  from  the  Board  would  be  made  available 
to  them  when  it  has  been  received  by  the  Department. 

CU68.11   Octavia  Street,  northwest  corner  of  Fell  Street. 

Request  for  a  home  for  the  aged  with  approximately  60  beds  in  an  R-4 
district.   (Hearing  postponed  from  meetings  of  May  2,  July  11,  and  18, 
1968.) 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  stated  that  the 
applicant  had  first  requested  authorizationfor  a  60  bed  convalescent  hospital;  sub- 
sequently, the  application  was  modified  to  request  a  home  for  the  aged  with  56 
beds.   Plans  for  the  home  for  the  aged  had  been  submitted  to  the  staff  of  the  De- 
partment of  City  Planning  for  review.   However,  two  of  the  required  parking  spaces 
shown  on  the  plans  would  be  inaccessible;  and  no  off-street  loading  facilities 
were  indicated  as  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code.   Therefore,  unless  the  plans 
were  to  be  modified  substantially,  they  could  not  be  approved. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  about  the  size  of  the  subject  lot.   Mr. 
Steele  replied  that  the  lot  contains  7600  square  feet. 

Commissioner  Wight  asked  if  the  same  requirements  apply  to  convalescent 
hospitals  as  to  homes  for  the  aged.   Mr.  Steele  replied  that  the  state  requirements 
are  more  stringent  for  convalescent  hospitals;  however,  the  requirements  of  the 
City  Planning  Code  are  the  same  in  both  instances. 

Mr.  Lindner,  the  applicant,  indicated  that  the  person  who  had  drawn  the 
plans  for  the  proposed  facility  is  in  Europe;  therefore,  he  had  asked  that  this 
matter  be  continued  under  advisement  until  such  time  as  the  plans  could  be  modified. 
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Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had 
expressed  very  serious  concern  about  the  design  of  the  proposed  facility;  and  he 
felt  that  the  building  would  probably  have  to  be  redrafted  completely  to  meet  the 
objections  which  had  been  raised  by  the  staff.   He  noted  that  official  notice  of 
public  hearings  on  this  matter  had  had  to  be  sent  to  adjacent  property  owners  on 
two  occasions  already;  and,  if  the  matter  were  to  be  continued  under  advisement 
for  another  indefinite  period,  a  third  legal  notice  would  be  required.   Since  the 
plans  which  had  been  submitted  would  not  meet  the  standards  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  or  of  the  building  code,  and  since  the  applicant  had  not  taken  any  advantage 
of  the  two  months  which  had  elapsed  since  the  first  hearing  of  this  matter  to  make 
revisions  in  the  plans,  he  recommended  that  the  application  be  disapproved.   After 
distributing  copies  of  a  draft  resolution  of  disapproval  to  members  of  the  Com- 
mission, he  recommended  its  adoption. 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Fleishhacker  that  the  draft  resolution  of  disapproval  be  adopted. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  disapproval  of  the  subject  application  would 
prevent  the  applicant  from  finding  a  new  conditional  use  application  within  the 
next  year.   Mr.  Steele  replied  that  the  applicant  would  have  the  privilege  of 
filing  a  new  application  at  any  time  based  on  substantially  different  plans. 

Mr.  Lindner  asked  if  he  could  expect  Commission  approval  of  the  proposed 
project  if  he  were  to  return  with  substantially  different  plans.   President 
Brinton  replied  that  the  Commission  could  make  no  commitment  in  this  regard;  and 
he  noted  that  in  addition  to  preparing  plans  which  would  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  City  Planning  Code  it  would  be  incumbent  upon  the  applicant  to  demonstrate  to 
the  Commission  that  there  is  a  need  for  the  type  of  facility  proposed. 

At  this  point  in  the  proceedings,  Commissioner  Elliott  arrived  and 
assumed  his  seat  at  the  Commission  table. 

Commissioner  Porter  noted  that  rigid  requirements  established  by  the 
state  would  also  have  to  be  met  if  the  proposed  facility  were  to  be  licensed;  and, 
under  the  circumstances,  she  advised  the  applicant  that  he  should  work  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  State  Department  of  Public  Health  as  well  as  staff  members  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  make  certain  that  the  proposed  project  is 
feasible. 

Mr.  Lindner  stated  that  he  had  discussed  his  proposal  with  representa- 
tives of  the  State  Welfare  Department  and  of  the  City  Welfare  Department  on  Otis 
Street.   In  both  instances,  he  had  been  advised  that  there  is  a  need  for  the  type 
of  facility  proposed;  and  the  State  Welfare  Department  had  indicated  that  they 
would  approve  the  plans  for  the  facility  if  they  were  to  be  approved  by  the  City. 

James  Rabb  indicated  that  he,  also,  believed  that  there  is  a  need  for 
homes  for  the  aged  in  San  Francisco;  and  he  emphasized  that  the  plans  for  the 
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facility  would  have  been  revised  as  recommended  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  if  their  designer  had  not  been  out  of  town. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  had  any  information  regarding  the  need  for  homes  for  the  aged.   Robert 
Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator,  stated  that  there  does  appear  to  be  a 
need  for  such  facilities;  and,  if  they  were  to  be  constructed,  intensive  care  beds 
in  convalescent  hospitals  might  be  released  for  other  patients. 

After  further  discussion,  the  question  was  called  and  the  Commission 
voted  unanimously  to  adopt  Resolution  No.  6244  disapproving  the  subject  applica- 
tion because  of  deficiencies  in  the  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to  the  staff 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:05  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  August  1,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
August  1,  1968,  at  2:15  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott, 
Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr.,  James  S.  Kearney,  and  Walter  S. 
Newman,  members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President;  James  K.  Carr. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan  B. 
Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation; 
Ruth  Jaffe,  Planner  IV;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Ron  Moskowitz 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  July  11,  1968, 
be  approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  reported  on  actions 
taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  their  meeting  on  Monday. 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  reported  that  the  Finance  Committee 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  meeting  on  Wednesday,  had  supported  the  proposal  to 
acquire  five  lots  on  Mount  Olympus;  however,  the  matter  was  sent  to  the  full  board 
without  recommendation  because  of  lack  of  agreement  on  whether  the  properties 
should  be  used  for  view  preservation  purposes  or  for  park  purposes. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  the  Planning  and  Development 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  meet  next  Tuesday  at  2:00  P.M.  to  con- 
sider the  proposed  amendment  of  the  downtown  (C-3)  zoning  ordinance  involving 
corner  bonuses  which  was  disapproved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  July  11, 
1968. 
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CONSIDERATION  OF  PROPOSED  FIVE  YEAR  CONTINUATION  OF  QUARRY  PERMIT  FOR  THE  SCAVENGER 
QUARRY  SITE  ON  THE  SOUTH  SIDE  OF  LATHROP  AVENUE  EAST  OF  TOCOLOMA  AVENUE. 

Mr.  Steele  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"Scheduled  for  review  today  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
is  an  application  (CU67.29)  by  the  Sunset  Scavenger  Company, 
Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  and  Sanitary  Fill  Company  to  extend 
the  authorization  for  quarrying  the  hillside  area  bounded  by 
Lathrop  Avenue,  Tocoloma,  James  Lick  Freeway  City  and  County 
line  as  shown  on  the  attached  map. 

The  material  obtained  from  this  quarry  is  used  in  the  fill 
and  cover  garbage  disposal  operations  conducted  by  the  appli- 
cants on  the  adjacent  property  in  San  Mateo  County.   The  quarry 
site,  which  is  approximately  13.8  acres  in  area  and  zoned  R-l 
along  its  northern  boundary,  but  with  the  larger  part  of  it 
zoned  M-l  and  M-2,  was  initially  authorized  by  the  Planning  Com- 
mission in  September  1958  for  the  maximum  5  year  period  allowed 
under  the  Planning  Code,  and  then  extended  in  December  1963  for 
another  5  years  under  Resolution  No.  5709. 

The  Planning  Code  requires  that  quarry  applications  be  proc- 
essed in  the  same  manner  as  conditional  use  applications,  but 
sets  a  maximum  period  of  authorization  of  5  years  as  described 
above.   The  Code  further  provides  that  requests  for  extension  of 
time  may  have  the  otherwise  required  public  hearing  waived  if 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  finds  that  there  has  been  no 
change  in  any  of  the  factors  pertaining  to  the  renewal  applica- 
tion. 

The  resolution  authorizing  the  present  quarrying  operations 
established  conditions  to  protect  the  neighborhood  against  undue 
noise  vibration  and  dust  and  to  insure  safety  and  pleasing 
appearance  of  the  finished  slope.   Landscaping  of  the  site  was 
required  by  the  conditions  as  the  site  was  brought  to  final  grades 
in  accordance  with  the  grading  plan  authorized  in  the  1957 
approval.   The  first  of  the  required  landscaping  was  installed  in 
1964.   The  work  has  been  examined  in  the  field  from  time  to  time 
by  the  staff  of  the  Department,  and  is  progressing  well.  Annual 
progress  reports  on  the  extent  of  the  grading  operations  have  been 
filed  with  the  Department  by  the  applicant,  with  the  next  such 
report  due  in  October. 
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Gtaff  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  responsible  for 
regulation  of  the  blasting  operations,  report  that  the  applicant 
is  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  blasting  permit  issued 
to  them  and  are  in  conformity  with  the  conditions  of  the  Commis- 
sion^ resolution  dealing  with  this  aspect  of  the  operation. 

Property  owners  cf  single-family  homes  located  to  the  north 
and  northwest  of  the  subject  property  sued  the  Sanitary  Fill  Com- 
pany and  Sunset  Scavenger  Company  in  1964  to  prevent  blasting 
operations  at  the  subject  quarry  and  to  compensate  for  alleged 
damage  to  their  homes.   This  case  has  been  settled  apparently  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  complainants;  although  no  J.acision  was 
made  which  required  the  cassation  of  blasting  operations." 

Commissioner  Kearney  felt  that  a  public  hearing  of  this  matter  should 
have  been  scheduled  ev<in  though  it  would  nor  ba  required  by  strict  interpretation 
of  the  Cicy  Planning  Code.   He  noted  that  man}'  residents  of  the  subject  neighbor- 
hood had  appeared  before  the  Commission  to  complain  about  the  quarry  operation 
when  renewal  of  the  permit  was  being  considered  five  years  ago;  and,  even  though 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  had  indicated  that  the  applicant  is  complying  with 
the  provisions  of  the  blasting  permit  snd  with  the  conditions  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  he  felt  that  a  public  hearing  should  be  scheduled  on  this  matter  to 
protect  the  interests  of  the  neighborhood. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  residents  of  the  neighborhood  had  been 
made  aware  that  this  matter  was  to  be  included  en  the  Commission1 s  agenda.  Mr. 
Steele  replied  in  the  negative. 

Cj'-nmissioner  Fieishhacker  endorsed  Commissioner  Kearney's  proposal  that 
residents  of  the  neighborhood  should  be  made  aware  that  this  matter  had  come 
before  the  Commission  for  consideration. 

Mi'.  Scriareni,  representing  the  applicants,  confirmed  that  a  large  num- 
ber of  propercy  owners  from  the  subject  neighborhood  had  appeared  before  the  Com- 
mission five  years  ago.   He  pointed  out,  however,  that  laxtf  suits  which  had  been 
initiated  by  those  property  owners  against  the  operators  cf  the  quarry  were  then 
pending.   Yet,  since  the  leg;;!  matters  .  ad  "sen  resolved,  he  doubted  that  any  com- 
plaints about  the  quarry  operation  had  bee.-  registered  with  the  Department  of  City 
PI  ann  mg . 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  .'.;:  any  complaints  had  been  received  by  the 
Department.   Mr.  Steele  replied  that  he  was  not  aware  of  any  complaints  having 
been  received  since  1964. 
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Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  the  quarry  operation  would  have  to  be 
suspended  if  the  Commission  decided  to  give  notice  of  a  public  hearing  on  the 
request  for  another  five  year  extension.  Mr.  Steele  replied  in  the  negative  indi- 
cating that  there  would  be  ample  time  to  schedule  and  hold  a  public  hearing  before 
the  present  permit  expires  in  December. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  that  an  officially  advertised  public  hearing 
be  held  on  this  matter.   When  the  question  was  called,  Commissioners  Kearney  and 
Fleishhacker  voted  Aye;  Commissioners  Elliott,  Newman  and  Porter  voted  No.   The 
Commission  thus  proceeded  with  consideration  of  the  matter  as  scheduled. 

The  Director  presented  his  recommendation  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"The  excavation  of  the  subject  property  to  provide  fill 
material  for  the  disposal  of  garbage  on  the  adjacent  property 
in  San  Mateo  County  continues  to  provide  a  necessary  service 
for  San  Francisco  and  is  an  appropriate  use  of  this  site  in 
accordance  with  conditions  of  the  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Commission  in  1963.   The  periodic  review  of  the  site  by  staff 
and  reports  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  result  in  a 
conclusion  that  there  have  been  no  changes  in  the  factors  per- 
taining to  this  quarry  and  my  recommendation  that  this  applica- 
tion for  renewal  of  the  conditional  use  be  decided  without  a 
public  hearing. 

The  continuation  of  this  quarry  operation  for  an  additional 
5  years  is  appropriate  and  I  recommend  approval  of  the  extension 
of  time.   Additionally,  I  believe  that  the  continuation  of  the 
quarry  under  the  conditions  incorporated  in  resolution  No.  5709 
is  appropriate  and  necessary  for  the  protection  of  adjacent 
property  and  the  eventual  building  development  of  the  subject 
site,  and  have  prepared  a  draft  resolution  for  your  convenience 
to  achieve  this." 

Vice  President  Porter  assumed  that  the  quarry  operations  could  be  stopped 
at  any  time  if  any  of  the  conditions  established  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
or  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  were  to  be  violated.   The  Director  confirmed 
this  fact. 

Acting  on  the  request  of  the  Commission,  Mr.  Steele  read  the  conditions 
which  had  been  contained  in  Resolution  No.  5709  and  which  would  still  continue  in 
effect  if  the  draft  resolution  presently  before  the  Commission  were  to  be  adopted. 
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In  reply  to  a  question  raised  by  Vice  President  Porter  as  to  the  present 
status  of  the  landscaping  of  the  quarry,  Mr.  Scriaroni  submitted  and  described 
photographs  which  he  had  taken  of  the  site. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  4  to  1  that  Resolution  No.  6245  be 
adopted  and  that  the  quarry  operation  be  authorized  for  a  renewal  period  of  five 
years  subject  to  all  provisions  of  Conditions  1  through  4  inclusive  of  Resolution 
No.  5709,  including  continuance  throughout  this  renewal  period  of  the  performance 
bond  and  insurance  required  by  Condition  No.  1  thereof.   Commissioners  Elliott, 
Fleishhacker,  Newman,  and  Porter  voted  Aye;  Commissioner  Kearney  voted  No. 

At  this  point  in  the  proceedings,  Commissioner  Elliott  absented  himself 
from  the  meeting  room  for  the  remainder  of  the  meeting. 

REFERRAL 

R68.43    Vacation  of  air  space  over  portions  of  Gaines  Street  south  of  Union 
Street. 

Mr.  Steele  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"Gaines  Street  is  an  easement  street  35  feet  wide  and  275  feet 
long  extending  north  and  south  between  Green  and  Union  Streets 
and  parallel  to  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets.   It  is  in  the  M-l 
zoning  district  and  the  84-foot  Northeastern  Embarcadero  height 
limit  district. 

The  vacation  of  air  space  has  been  requested  by  North 
Waterfront  Associates,  Inc.,  who  wish  to  build  a  connecting 
passageway  between  the  two  cold  storage  warehouses  on  either 
side  of  Gaines  Street  which  have  been  converted  to  showrooms 
for  commercial  and  institutional  furnishings.   The  passageway 
is  to  be  glassed  in  and  will  connect  the  second  through  the 
sixth  floors  of  the  buildings,  with  a  14-foot  high  opening  at 
street  level  to  allow  vehicles  and  pedestrians  to  pass  under- 
neath. 

Ground  level  is  at  5.75  feet  above  City  datum.   The  air 
space  to  be  vacated  extends  vertically  between  19.75  and  89.75 
feet  above  City  datum,  and  extends  for  a  length  of  36  feet, 
starting  39  feet  south  of  Union  Street.   In  addition,  the  vaca- 
tion of  two  5-foot  strips  each  100  feet  long  has  been  requested 
adjacent  to  the  two  buildings  for  the  purpose  of  entry  steps, 
entry  platform,  bases  for  six  12"  columns,  and  landscaping. 
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There  are  five  other  owners  on  Gaines  Street  who  have  con- 
sented to  the  vacation.   The  street  has  primarily  served  rear 
truck  entrances.   It  has  no  sidewalks.   The  Interdepartmental 
Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and  Transportation  recommended  approval 
of  the  vacation  at  its  meeting  on  July  25,  1968." 

Commissioner  Kearney,  noting  that  the  developers  of  the  International 
Building  had  been  required  to  pay  the  City  for  vacated  air  rights  over  St.  Mary's 
Square,  asked  if  payment  would  be  made  to  the  City  in  the  present  instance,  also. 
Mr.  Steele  replied  in  the  negative,  indicating  that  the  street  is  actually  owned 
by  the  abutting  property  owners;  the  City  has  merely  held  an  easement  over  their 
property.   If  the  street  were  owned  in  fee  by  the  City,  payment  would  have  to  be 
made  for  vacated  air  rights. 

The  Director  recommended  that  the  proposed  vacation  be  approved  as  in 
conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  provided  that  the  vacation  of  the  two  5  by  100 
foot  strips  include  the  ground  underneath  and  further  provided  that  projections 
required  by  the  building  code  will  be  permitted  above  the  elevation  of  the  air 
space  vacation. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker ,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Director  be 
authorized  to  report  that  the  proposed  vacation  of  air  space  over  portions  of 
Gaines  Street  south  of  Union  Street,  as  shown  on  SUR-1868,  is  in  conformity  with 
the  Master  Plan,  provided  that  the  vacation  of  the  two  5  by  100  foot  strips  in- 
clude the  ground  underneath,  and  further  provided  that  any  projections  required 
by  the  building  code  will  be  permitted  above  the  elevation  of  the  air  space  vaca- 
tion. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:10  P.M. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  of  Thursday,  August  8,  1960. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
August  0,  1968,  at  2:15  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott, 
Mortimer  Fleishhacker,  Jr.,  James  S.  Kearney,  and  Walter  S. 
Newman,  members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President;  James  K.  Carr. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan  B. 

Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation; 

Wayne  Rieke,  Planner  IV-Zoning;  Robert  De  Velbiss,  Planner  Ill-Zoning;  and  Lynn  E. 
Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Ron  Moskowitz 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  July  18,  196G, 
be  approved  subject  to  corrections  being  made  in  the  first  complete  paragraph  con- 
tained on  page  four. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

The  Director  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  meeting  on  Monday, 
had  approved  the  purchase  of  five  lots  on  Mount  Olympus  for  open  space  purposes  and 
had  requested  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  prepare  an  application  for  a  fed- 
eral assistance  grant  to  defray  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  properties.   The  Board 
of  Supervisors  had  also,  by  an  8  to  3  vote,  overruled  the  Commission's  disapproval 
of  a  request  for  reclassification  of  property  on  12th  Avenue  north  of  Clement  from 
C-2  to  R-4  in  an  area  which  is  predominantly  zoned  R-3. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  the  proposed  amendment  of  the 
Downtown  (C-3)  Zoning  Ordinance  involving  corner  bonuses  had  been  scheduled  to  be 
considered  at  a  special  meeting  of  the  Planning  and  Development  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  last  Tuesday  but  was  postponed  until  August  20. 

The  Director  submitted  a  draft  resolution  authorizing  Edmund  Navarro, 
Junior  Management  Assistant  to  sign  Civil  Service  forms  in  the  absence  of  the 
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Commission  Secretary.   After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolu- 
tion be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6251. 

Subsequently,  the  Director  submitted  a  draft  resolution  which  would 
authorize  Mr.  Navarro  to  sign  revolving  fund  checks  in  the  Secretary's  absence. 
It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker ,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Newman,  and 
carried  unanimously  that  this  draft  resolution  be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Com- 
mission Resolution  No.  6252. 

Commissioner  Elliott,  noting  that  the  newspapers  had  reported  that  Play- 
land  at  the  Beach  had  recently  been  sold  to  a  developer,  asked  if  that  property  is 
covered  by  the  Ocean  Beach  interim  40  foot  height  limit.   The  Director  replied  in 
the  affirmative. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  PROPOSAL  TO  DESIGNATE  THE  GARDEN  COURT  OF  THE  SHERATON  PALACE 
HOTEL  AS  A  LANDMARK. 

The  Secretary  stated  that  a  letter  had  been  received  from  James  L.  Tipton, 
attorney  for  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel,  requesting  that  hearing  of  this  matter  be 
postponed  until  September  12.   Subsequently,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman 
and  seconded  by  Commissioner  Kearney  that  the  postponement  be  granted  as  requested. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  what  would  be  gained  from  having  the 
Garden  Court  designated  as  a  landmark  if  the  entire  hotel  should  be  demolished  at 
some  future  date.   Mrs.  Peter  Piatt,  representing  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board,  stated  that  the  Garden  Court  is  structurally  separate  from  the 
rest  of  the  building;  and  she  felt  that  it  could  easily  be  incorporated  into  any 
new  building  which  might  be  constructed  on  the  site.   In  any  case,  she  had  been 
advised  by  the  management  of  the  hotel  that  they  have  no  present  plans  for  demol- 
ishing the  building. 

When  the  question  was  called,  the  Commission  voted  unanimously  to  post- 
pone hearing  of  this  matter  until  the  meeting  of  September  12,  1960. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  PROPOSAL  TO  DESIGNATE  THE  SOUTH  SAN  FRANCISCO  OPERA  HOUSE,  SOUTH- 
WEST CORNER  OF  MENDELL  STREET  AND  OAKDALE  AVENUE  AS  A  LANDMARK. 

Mrs.  Piatt  advised  the  Commission  that  this  matter  had  been  considered 
by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  for  approximately  one  year.   During 
that  time,  consideration  had  been  given  to  the  possibility  of  moving  the  building 
to  another  location;  however,  since  it  had  now  been  determined  that  the  building 
would  remain  on  its  present  site,  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, with 
the  consent  of  the  owner,  had  proposed  its  designation  as  a  landmark.   She  stated 
that  the  building  had  been  constructed  in  1888  as  a  theater;  and  she  indicated  that 
it  has  been  used  for  many  purposes  since  that  time.   Most  recently,  a  proposal  had 
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been  made  by  Mayor  Alioto's  office  that  the  building  be  used  as  a  movie  theater. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  designation  of  the  building  as  a  landmark 
would  in  any  way  affect  the  owner's  right  to  do  what  he  wishes  with  the  interior 
of  the  building.  Mrs.  Piatt  replied  that  the  landmarks  designation  would  affect 
only  the  exterior  of  the  building;  the  interior  could  still  be  used  for  any  legal 
purpose  at  the  discretion  of  the  owner.   She  also  stressed  that  the  landmarks 
designation  would  pertain  to  the  building  only  and  not  to  the  site  as  such.   If 
the  building  were  to  be  moved,  the  owner  would  give  the  Landmarks  Board  six  months 
notice;  and  the  Board  would  work  with  him  to  find  another  appropriate  site  for  the 
building.   Should  the  building  have  to  be  demolished,  the  owner  would  be  required 
to  wait  for  six  months  after  giving  notice  to  the  Landmarks  Board;  and,  if  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  so  desired,  they  could  extend  the  waiting  period  by  six 
months.   The  owner  of  the  building  had  been  advised  of  these  details. 

Bruce  Fratis,  attorney  for  Mr.  Viargues,  owner  of  the  subject  property, 
stated  that  his  client  would  have  no  objection  to  the  proposal  to  designate  the 
building  as  a  landmark  providing  that  the  designation  would  not  affect  the  use  of 
the  interior  of  the  building  and  providing  that  the  designation  would  not  in  any 
way  involve  acquisition  of  the  property  through  eminent  domain  or  condemnation 
procedures.   Mrs.  Piatt  assured  Mr.  Fratis  that  the  landmarks  designation  would  in 
no  way  affect  his  client's  ownership  of  the  property;  the  designation  would  only 
protect  the  facade  of  the  building. 

Fred  Brown  stated  that  he  had  been  very  much  concerned  about  the  points 
raised  by  Mr.  Fratis;  however,  he  was  pleased  that  the  matter  had  been  satisfac- 
torily resolved. 

The  Director  recommended  adoption  of  a  draft  resolution  designating  the 
South  San  Francisco  Opera  House  as  a  landmark. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution  be 
adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6246. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  PROPOSAL  TO  DESIGNATE  THE  HALLIDIE  BUILDING,  130  SUTTER  STREET, 
AS  A  LANDMARK. 

The  Secretary  read  a  letter  from  Michael  C.  Hone,  attorney  for  Mrs. 
Lorena  Nidorf,  one  of  the  owners  of  the  subject  building.   Mrs.  Nidorf  had  not 
received  a  written  notice  of  the  present  public  hearing;  and  she  wished  to  have 
the  hearing  postponed. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  she  had  received  a  letter  from  Dr. 
Shumate,  Chairman  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  requesting  that 
hearing  of  this  matter  by  the  Commission  be  postponed  indefinitely. 
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Robert  De  Velbiss,  Planner  Ill-Zoning,  stated  that  some  of  the  legal 
owners  of  the  building  are  not  listed  as  owners  of  record  in  the  Assessor's  Office; 
therefore,  while  the  staff  had  met  its  legal  obligation  for  notification,  he 
regretted  that  some  of  the  actual  owners  of  the  property  had  not  received  written 
notice  of  the  scheduled  hearing. 

Mr.  Hone,  who  was  present  in  the  audience,  confirmed  that  the  staff  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  made  every  possible  effort  to  contact  the 
actual  owners  of  the  building. 

Vice  President  Porter  felt  that  it  would  be  advisable  to  return  the 
matter  to  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  until  the  problems  raised  by 
the  complicated  ownership  of  the  building  have  been  resolved. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  this  matter  be  referred  back 
to  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  for  further  consideration. 

CURRENT  MATTERS,  CONTD. 

Vice  President  Porter  remarked  that  all  of  the  members  of  the  Commission 
had  received  a  copy  of  a  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Brinton  by  John  0.  Merrill,  Jr., 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  San  Francisco  Art  Institute,  requesting 
postponement  of  the  public  hearing  on  modification  of  the  Art  Institute's  expan- 
sion project  from  August  15  to  August  29.   She  asked  the  Secretary  to  respond  to 
Mr.  Merrill's  letter  advising  him  that  the  Commission  would  not  have  any  jurisdic- 
tion to  act  on  his  request  until  August  15. 

At  2:55  P.M.  Vice  President  Porter  announced  that  the  meeting  was 
recessed.   Members  of  the  Commission  then  proceeded  to  Room  282,  City  Hall,  and 
reconvened  at  3:00  P.M.  for  hearing  of  the  remainder  of  the  calendar. 

3:00  P.M.  -  Room  282,  City  Hall 

CU68.17   2371  -  19th  Avenue,  west  line,  145  feet  north  of  Taraval  Street. 

Request  for  construction  of  a  parking  lot  in  an  R-3  District  to  be  used 
in  conjunction  with  a  gasoline  service  station  to  be  rebuilt  on  adjacent 
commercially  zoned  property.   (Postponed  from  meeting  of  July  11,  1968.) 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  referred  to  land 
use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject  property. 

Rex  Dalrymple,  representing  the  Shell  Oil  Company,  stated  that  his  firm 
wished  to  expand  and  modernize  the  subject  service  station  to  accommodate  the  large 
number  of  people  traveling  on  19th  Avenue;  and,  since  the  subject  facility  is  the 
only  one  operated  by  the  Shell  Oil  Company  along  southbound  Highway  1  (19th  Avenue) 
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in  San  Francisco,  the  subject  application  was  regarded  by  them  as  being  very  impor- 
tant.  If  the  subject  application  were  approved,  ingress  and  egress  conditions 
would  be  improved  substantially;  and  the  service  station  would  be  reconstructed 
as  a  ranch  style  building  with  appropriate  landscaping.  Three  advertising  bill- 
boards presently  on  the  site  would  be  removed.   In  conclusion,  he  stated  that 
continued  access  would  be  provided  to  the  landlocked  property  behind  the  strip  of 
property  owned  by  the  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  strip  of  property  would  continue 
to  be  owned  by  the  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company.   Mr.  Dalryraple  replied 
in  the  affirmative;  however,  he  indicated  that  the  Shell  Oil  Company  would  have 
easement  rights  for  use  of  the  strip  for  all  purposes  except  for  construction  of 
a  building  on  it. 

Joseph  Balanesi,  Jr.,  representing  the  Parkside  District  Improvement 
Club,  advised  the  Commission  that  it  has  been  the  policy  of  his  organization  to 
oppose  any  encroachment  of  commercial  uses  into  existing  residential  districts, 
primarily  along  19th  Avenue;  however,  since  the  proposed  project  would  improve  both 
the  appearance  of  the  site  and  the  safety  of  ingress  and  egress,  they  did  not  wish 
to  oppose  the  subject  application.   Yet,  they  were  concerned  about  minimizing  the 
height  of  the  retaining  wall  proposed  by  the  applicants;  and  they  hoped  that  the 
wall  could  be  constructed  in  steps  with  planter  boxes  for  hanging  plants  being  pro- 
vided at  intervals;  in  addition,  they  hoped  that  the  surface  of  the  wall  could  be 
finished  in  a  material  which  would  have  a  pleasant  appearance  but  which  would  dis- 
courage people  from  writing  on  it.   Mr.  Balanesi  indicated  that  the  members  of  the 
association  were  also  concerned  about  the  fact  that  only  one  catch-basin  had  been 
proposed  by  the  applicants  on  the  site;  and,  while  this  single  catch-basin  would 
fulfill  the  letter  of  the  law,  they  felt  that  additional  catch-basins  might,  in 
fact,  be  needed.   In  conclusion,  Mr.  Balanesi  stated  that  he  felt  that  the  land- 
scaping plans  proposed  by  the  applicant  could  be  improved  through  further  consulta- 
tion with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.   Therefore,  he  asked  that 
the  application  be  approved  subject  to  its  being  referred  back  to  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  for  further  discussion. 

Gilbert  Meyer,  owner  of  the  landlocked  parcel  of  property  behind  the  ser- 
vice station,  indicated  that  he  had  no  objection  to  the  application  but  wished  to 
go  on  record  with  the  statement  that  he  did  not  intend  to  give  up  his  legal  right 
of  easement  across  the  property  owned  by  the  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Com- 
pany. 

Mr.  Steele  submitted  a  draft  resolution  of  approval  containing  five  con- 
ditions, the  first  of  which  reads  as  follows: 

"The  construction  of  the  parking  lot  and  the  reconstruc- 
tion of  the  adjacent  service  station  shall  be  in  general 
conformity  with  the  plot  and  grade  plan  on  file  with  the 
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application  and  marked  "Exhibit  A".   Details  of  said  plan  in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  the  size,  number  and  variety  of 
plants  to  be  used  in  landscaping  and  the  size  and  treatment 
given  to  the  face  and  top  of  the  retaining  wall  along  the 
Taraval  Street  property  line  shall  be  worked  out  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  prior 
to  filing  any  application  with  the  Central  Permit  Bureau  for 
permits  to  reconstruct  the  existing  service  station." 

After  summarizing  the  four  additional  conditions,  Mr.  Steele  recommended 
adoption  of  the  draft  resolution. 

Mr.  Balanesi  indicated  that  he  found  the  draft  resolution  to  be  satis- 
factory. 

Mr.  Dalrymple  stated  that  the  retaining  wall  would  be  constructed  of 
used  brick  which  resists  writing  and  which  can  be  easily  sandblasted  if  it  should 
become  marred. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6247  be  adopted 
and  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  the 
draft  resolution. 

CU67.28   3628-98  California  Street  and  3747-99  Sacramento  Street  between  Spruce 
and  Maple  Streets. 
Request  for  expansion  of  the  Hahnemann  Hospital  in  R-3  and  R-4  Districts. 

Mr.  Steele  referred  to  land  use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject 
site.   He  noted  that  the  Commission,  in  1966,  had  approved  an  expansion  project  for 
the  Hahnemann  Hospital  so  as  to  provide  a  maximum  of  186  acute  care  beds.   Plans 
which  were  then  approved  would  have  provided  a  new  four  level  hospital  wing  to  be 
constructed  to  the  north  of  the  existing  hospital  to  a  height  of  approximately 
25  feet  above  Sacramento  Street.   A  minimum  of  50  off-street  parking  spaces  would 
have  been  provided  in  a  two  level  parking  structure  between  the  new  wing  and  Sacra- 
mento Street.   However,  that  project  had  never  been  undertaken.   Instead,  the 
hospital  had  acquired  an  additional  77  feet  6  inches  of  frontage  on  California 
Street  to  be  used  for  parking;  and,  as  a  result,  the  expansion  proposal  had  been 
modified  to  such  an  extent  that  a  new  conditional  use  authorization  would  be  re- 
quired.  Therefore,  the  subject  application  had  been  brought  before  the  Commission. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  how  the  height  of  the  building  now  proposed 
would  compare  with  the  height  of  the  Sacramento  Street  building  recently  con- 
structed by  Children's  Hospital.  William  L.  Ferdon,  representing  Hahnemann  Hospital, 
displayed  a  rendering  of  the  proposed  building  and  pointed  out  that  its  height  would 
be  less  than  that  of  the  building  which  had  been  constructed  by  Children's  Hospital. 
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Mr.  Ferdon  advised  the  Commission  that  the  Hahnemann  Hospital  had 
already  spent  $199,000  in  architectural  fees  and  $527,000  for  property  acquisition; 
thus,  they  were  definitely  committed  to  the  expansion  project  which  was  now  pro- 
posed.  The  new  hospital  would  have  a  total  of  238  beds;  and  72  parking  spaces 
would  be  provided  in  three  separate  parking  areas.  After  completion  of  the  project, 
the  88  patient  beds  available  in  the  existing  hospital  building  would  be  used  for 
extended  care  patients;  the  150  new  beds  would  be  used  for  acute  care  patients. 
The  parking  ratio  of  the  new  facility  would  be  one  parking  space  per  every  2.7  beds; 
and  the  over-all  parking  ratio  would  be  one  parking  space  for  every  3.3  beds.   Mr. 
Ferdon  emphasized  that  the  acute  care  beds  would  generate  a  larger  amount  of  traf- 
fic than  the  extended  care  beds;  and,  in  any  case,  he  felt  that  Hahnemann  Hospital 
would  not  attract  as  much  traffic  as  other  hospitals  which  contain  clinics  and 
other  such  facilities.   Mr.  Ferdon  stated  that  meetings  had  been  held  with  resi- 
dents of  the  neighborhood  to  discuss  the  proposed  expansion  project.  At  these 
meetings,  the  major  subject  of  concern  was  parking.  He  acknowledged  that  parking 
in  the  subject  neighborhood  is  difficult;  however,  he  felt  that  this  problem  would 
not  be  changed  substantially  until  public  parking  garages  are  built  in  the  neigh- 
borhood by  the  Parking  Authority.   He  pointed  out  that  a  new  garage  was  recently 
constructed  by  Children's  Hospital  in  the  neighborhood;  and,  although  he  did  not 
know  the  occupancy  rate  of  that  garage,  he  assumed  that  visitors  to  Hahnemann  Hos- 
pital could  use  the  facility  since  it  is  open  to  the  public  for  a  fee.   In  addi- 
tion, 60  on-street  parking  spaces  are  available  around  the  perimeter  of  the  prop- 
erty owned  by  Hahnemann  Hospital.   In  conclusion,  he  stated  that  the  Hahnemann 
Hospital  had  tried  to  provide  the  absolute  maximum  of  parking  possible  on  its  site; 
and  he  felt  that  the  hospital  would  have  a  better  parking  ratio  than  any  other  in 
San  Francisco. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  Mr.  Ferdon  to  give  his  definition  of  an 
extended  care  patient.   Mr.  Ferdon  replied  that  he  had  used  the  term  to  classify 
patients  who  would  remain  in  the  hospital  for  more  than  three  weeks. 

Franklin  Lyons,  owner  of  property  in  the  subject  neighborhood,  asked  to 
be  permitted  to  speak  in  rebuttal  to  the  Director's  recommendation  if  necessary. 

Mrs.  Jack  Light,  306  Maple  Street,  stated  that  she  was  quite  concerned 
about  parking  problems  in  the  subject  neighborhood.   She  pointed  out  that  many  of 
the  older  homes  in  the  neighborhood  do  not  have  garages;  and,  therefore,  many 
people  living  in  the  neighborhood  depend  on  the  availability  of  on-street  parking 
spaces.   She  felt  that  the  parking  proposed  by  the  Hahnemann  Hospital  would  not 
be  commensurate  with  the  parking  requirements  which  would  be  generated  by  the 
facility. 

Vice  President  Porter  advised  Mrs.  Light  that  the  parking  to  be  provided 
for  the  proposed  facility  would  exceed  the  requirements  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Parking  would  be  provided  at  a  ratio  of  one  parking  space  for  every  3.3  beds 
whereas  the  City  Planning  Code  would  require  only  one  parking  space  for  every  8 
beds. 
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Mrs.  Light  remarked  that  the  combined  facilities  of  Children's  Hospital 
and  Hahnemann  Hospital  would  form  the  largest  medical  complex  in  San  Francisco; 
and,  for  that  reason,  she  felt  that  the  Commission  should  be  aware  of  the  extent 
to  which  parking  in  the  neighborhood  might  be  further  congested.   She  had  been 
advised  that  36  of  the  72  parking  spaces  which  would  be  provided  by  Hahnemann  Hos- 
pital would  be  reserved  for  doctors  making  their  morning  calls;  therefore,  only 
36  parking  spaces  would  be  available  for  employees  and  visitors.   In  conclusion, 
she  stated  her  belief  that  parking  congestion  would  be  particularly  severe  during 
the  day  since  50  per  cent  of  the  hospital's  employees  would  be  working  that  shift. 

Vice  President  Porter  doubted  that  it  would  be  possible  for  parking  con- 
ditions to  become  any  worse  than  they  are  at  present  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
the  hospital.   However,  she  acknowledged  that  lack  of  parking  spaces  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  hospital  might  encourage  people  to  move  further  north  to 
look  for  a  parking  space. 

Mary  Malone,  3618  California  Street,  asked  if  proper  drainage  would  be 
provided  for  the  parking  lot  which  would  be  placed  on  property  which  lies  immedi- 
ately adjacent  to  her  building.   The  architect  for  Hahnemann  Hospital  replied  in 
the  affirmative. 

The  Secretary  read  a  telegram  which  had  been  received  from  Lloyd  Luckmann, 
President  of  the  Clay-Cherry  Neighborhood  Association,  urging  the  Commission  to 
seek  a  solution  to  the  parking  problems  of  the  subject  neighborhood. 

Mr.  Steele  submitted  a  draft  resolution  of  approval  containing  three 
conditions.   After  summarizing  and  explaining  the  conditions,  he  recommended  adop- 
tion of  the  draft  resolution. 

Vice  President  Porter  believed  that  employees  of  the  hospital  complicate 
the  neighborhood's  parking  problems  more  than  visitors  to  the  hospital;  and  she 
wondered  if  Hehnemann  Hospital,  like  Children's  Hospital,  would  prohibit  its 
employees  from  parking  in  the  parking  lots  which  would  be  provided.  Mr.  Ferdon 
replied  in  the  negative.  Furthermore,  while  the  staff  of  the  hospital  would  be 
increased  from  150  employees  to  320  employees,  some  of  these  employees  would  be 
hired  only  on  a  part-time  basis. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  applicants  understood  that  adop- 
tion of  the  draft  resolution  would  make  it  mandatory  for  the  hospital  to  convert 
its  existing  hospital  building  to  an  extended  care  facility  for  a  maximum  of  88 
patients.   Mr.  Ferdon  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6248  be  adopted 
and  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  the 
draft  resolution. 


V  i 
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At  4:10  P.M.  Vice  President  Porter  announced  a  five  minute  recess.  The 
Commission  reconvened  at  4:15  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  hearing  of  the  remainder  of 
the  agenda. 

R68.19    Vacation  of  Grove  Street  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader  Streets. 

Mr.  Steele  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"St.  Mary's  Hospital  has  requested  the  vacation  of  Grove 
Street,  a  fee  street,  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader  Streets. 
The  hospital,  which  owns  the  land  on  either  side  of  Grove 
Street,  wishes  to  rebuild  and  expand  with  a  new  hospital 
building,  an  accessory  medical  building,  and  a  garage  struc- 
ture.  The  vacation  of  Grove  Street  will  not  only  add 
28,359  square  feet  to  the  hospital  site,  but  will  also  per- 
mit the  existing  hospital  to  continue  in  use  while  the  new 
buildings  are  under  construction. 

The  conditional  use  application  for  the  new  development, 
CU68.6,  was  taken  under  advisement  by  the  City  Planning  Com- 
mission on  March  7,  1968;  at  the  request  of  the  petitioner, 
the  Commission  is  considering  the  conditional  use  again,  along 
with  new  plans  for  the  hospital,  on  August  8. 

This  portion  of  Grove  Street  is  412.5  feet  long  and 
68.75  feet  wide.   The  sidewalks  are  15  feet  wide  and  the 
roadway  is  38.75  feet.   In  this  one  block  it  is  one-way 
eastbound  and  primarily  serves  the  hospital.   A  24-hour 
traffic  count  taken  in  May  totaled  2,012  vehicles;  the  mor- 
ning peak  hour  had  242  vehicles.   Since  Grove  Street  ends 
at  Golden  Gate  park  on  the  west  and  at  Alamo  Square  on  the 
east,  it  is  a  quiet  neighborhood  street  in  the  eleven  blocks 
in  between.   Its  closing  for  one  block  at  the  western  end 
will  increase  the  traffic  load  on  Fulton,  Stanyan,  Shrader 
and  Hayes.   Hayes  Street  does  have  excess  capacity  at  present. 

The  traffic  study  made  for  the  hospital  by  Wilbur  Smith 
and  Associates  stated  that  tow-away  restrictions  on  curb 
parking  on  Fulton  and  Shrader  Streets  could  correct  defi- 
ciencies in  capacity  on  those  streets. 

This  block  of  Grove  Street  is  not  now  of  importance  to 
pedestrians  bound  for  Golden  Gate  Park  since  there  is  no 
entrance  to  the  park  opposite  Grove  Street  at  this  time." 


■ 
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In  conclusion,  Mr.  Steele  stated  that  there  appeared  to  be  considerable 
public  benefit  to  be  derived  from  the  closing  of  Grove  Street  in  the  subject  block; 
however,  before  taking  action  on  the  vacation  request,  he  felt  that  the  Commission 
should  review  the  proposal  which  had  been  developed  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital  for  use 
of  the  vacant  street  area. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  the  Commission's  decision  on  the  street 
vacation  should  be  directly  related  to  its  decision  on  the  conditional  use  appli- 
cation which  had  been  filed  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital.  Mr.  Steele  replied  that  the 
street  vacation  would  not  be  appropriate  at  the  present  time  if  the  Commission  were 
not  disposed  to  approve  the  plans  which  had  been  prepared  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital. 

The  general  consensus  of  the  Commission  at  this  point  was  that  the  con- 
ditional use  application  which  had  been  filed  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital  should  be 
heard  before  a  vote  was  taken  on  the  referral  matter. 

CU68.8     Proposed  expansion  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital  in  an  area  bounded  generally 
by  Stanyan,  Fell,  Parker  and  Fulton  Streets.   (Under  advisement  from 
meeting  of  March  7,  1968.) 

Mr.  Steele  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"After  an  initial  public  hearing  on  March  7,  1958,  regarding  the 
proposed  expansion  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  the  matter  was  taken  under 
advisement  indefinitely.   At  the  March  meeting,  the  Commission  indicated 
that  it  was  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  proposed  expansion  on  the 
neighborhood,  and  wanted  to  consider  simultaneously  a  request  for 
vacation  of  the  portion  of  Grove  Street  between  Shrader  and  Stanyan 
Streets  necessary  for  the  project  as  proposed. 

!'The  applicant  testified  at  the  previous  hearing  that  the  proposed 
enlargement  is  necessary  for  two  reasons.  St.  Mary's  Hospital  has 
recently  merged  with  Notre  Dame  Hospital,  and  the  facilities  and  ser- 
vices provided  by  the  latter  hospital  must  now  be  provided  on  the  St. 
Mary's  site.   Also,  advances  in  medical  technology  have  made  many 
existing  facilities  obsolete  and  have  required  that  new  research  build- 
ings be  built.   Hospital  consultants  had  advised  the  applicant  that  the 
proposed  medical  center  should  provide  a  minimum  of  600  patient  beds. 
They  also  advised  that  the  hospital  should  replace  existing  nonconform- 
ing facilities  with  modern  ones,  and  should  be  prepared  to  replace 
continually  facilities  as  they  become  outmoded. 

"Since  March  7,  the  architectural  firm  of  Hertzka  &  Knowles  had  been 
hired  to  articulate  the  design  of  the  buildings  and  the  architects  and 
representatives  had  discussed  architectural  solutions  with  the  staff 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  several  occasions.   The  hospital 
is  now  requesting  approval  of  an  accessory  medical  building  covering 
most  of  Grove  Street  area  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader  Streets  now 
proposed  for  vacation.   That  building  would  be  two  stories  above  the 
existing  street  grade  and  a  hospital  tower  rising  an  additional  nine 
stories  would  be  located  in  the  north  half  of  Grove  Street. 


.... 
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'Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  traffic  consultants,  have  been  hired  by 
the  hospital  to  study  the  affect  of  the  proposal  on  traffic  in  the 
neighborhood  of  the  hospital." 

Thomas  F.  Stack,  attorney  for  St,  Mary's  Hospital,  advised  the  Commission 
that  the  project  proposed  to  be  undertaken  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital  would  result  in 
the  creation  of  the  largest  private  hospital  north  of  Los  Angeles  and  west  of  the 
Mississippi.  Therefore,  the  project  would  contribute  to  San  Francisco's  prestige 
as  a  focal  point  for  medical  research  and  science.  He  then  introduced  Sister  Mary 
Joanne,  Administrator  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital. 

Sister  Mary  Joanne  related  the  history  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital  and 
emphasized  the  contributions  which  it  has  made  to  San  Francisco  since  its  founding 
114  years  ago.  Given  many  recent  changes  in  the  field  of  medicine,  it  had  become 
apparent  that  the  existing  hospital  buildings  prevent  the  hospital  from  offering 
the  type  of  services  which  should  be  made  available;  and,  therefore,  the  hospital 
had  engaged  a  management  consultant  firm  to  help  them  formulate  plans  for  building 
a  new  medical  center.  She  stated  that  it  would  be  extremely  important  to  construct 
the  new  facility  as  close  as  possible  to  the  nearest  of  the  hospital's  existing 
buildings  which  were  constructed  in  1960  and  1952  respectively;  and,  for  this 
reason,  the  closing  of  Grove  Street  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader  Streets  would  be 
absolutely  essential. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  what  provision  would  be  made  in  the  new 
facility  for  extended  care  patients.  Sister  Mary  Joanne  replied  that  64  beds  would 
be  reserved  for  extended  care  patients. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  for  a  comparison  between  the  number  of 
beds  now  available  in  the  two  hospitals  and  the  number  of  beds  which  will  be 
available  when  the  complex  is  completed.   Sister  Mary  Joanne  replied  that  433  beds 
are  now  available  at  St.  Mary's  Hospital  and  199  are  available  at  Notre  Dame 
Hospital;  the  new  complex  will  have  approximately  627  beds.  Therefore,  the  new 
facility  would  provide  slightly  fewer  beds  than  are  presently  available  in  the  two 
hospitals. 

Commissioner  Newman  asked  if  Notre  Dame  Hospital  would  be  completely 
vacated  after  the  new  complex  is  completed.   Sister  Mary  Joanne  replied  in  the 
affirmative  and  indicated  that  federal  funds  for  the  project  had  been  made  available 
contingent  upon  an  agreement  that  the  buildings  of  Notre  Dame  would  not  be  sold  for 
hospital  use. 

Wayne  S.  Hertzka,  architect  for  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  described  a  model 
which  had  been  prepared  of  the  subject  neighborhood,  remarking  first  on  the  present 
characteristics  of  the  neighborhood  and  then  describing  the  changes  which  were 
presently  being  proposed.   Subsequently,  he  distributed  site  plans  of  the  proposed 
project  to  the  individual  members  of  the  Commission  and  described  various  details 
of  those  plans.   He  stated  that  two  primary  conditions  had  governed  the  design  and 
placement  of  the  building:   (1)  the  construction  project  would  have  to  allow  for 
continued  operation  of  the  existing  building  and  (2)  in  order  to  provide  a  proper 
relationship  between  the  new  buildings  and  the  old  buildings,  the  new  buildings 
had  had  to  be  designed  along  an  east-west  axis  rather  than  a  north-south  axis. 
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Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  a  Master  Plan  had  been  prepared  for  future 
expansion  of  the  hospital  complex.  Mr.  Hertzka  stated  that  the  hospital  hoped  to 
acquire  additional  property  along  Fulton  and  Stanyan  Streets  in  the  future  for 
expansion  purposes;  in  addition,  he  expected  that  the  psychology  building  would 
become  obsolete  in  approximately  20  years.  However,  in  no  case  did  the  hospital 
ever  intend  to  request  that  Hayes  Street  be  closed  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader 
Streets.  Referring  again  to  the  model,  he  noted  that  it  had  not  been  possible  to 
design  the  new  facility  to  face  the  park;  however,  he  emphasized  that  an  effort 
had  been  made  to  create  as  much  of  a  park-like  atmosphere  as  possible  on  the 
grounds  of  the  hospital.  He  stated  that  several  meetings  had  been  held  with  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  discuss  various  aspects  of  the  plans; 
and,  as  a  result,  the  proposed  building  had  been  moved  northward  so  that  the 
southern  facade  would  be  constructed  along  the  center  line  of  Grove  Street  instead 
of  occupying  the  street  completely.   In  addition,  provision  had  been  made  for 
pedestrians  walking  along  Grove  Street  to  traverse  the  subject  block  by  means  of 
a  walkway  which  would  be  located  immediately  north  of  the  proposed  building. 
However,  since  there  is  no  entrance  to  the  park  opposite  Grove  Street,  he  doubted 
that  this  walkway  would  be  much  used. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  the  height  of  the  proposed  building  had 
been  reduced  since  the  proposal  was  last  considered  by  the  Commission  in  March. 
Mr.  Hertzka  replied  in  the  affirmative,  indicating  that  he  had  never  supported  the 
proposal  for  a  19  story  building  on  the  site.  The  building  presently  proposed 
would  rise  only  9  stories  above  a  two  level  pedestal  which  would  bring  the  height 
of  the  building  to  an  elevation  approximately  equal  to  that  of  the  cornice  of 
Saint  Ignatius  Church. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  how  high  the  building  would  rise  above 
Stanyan  Street.  Mr.  Hertzka  replied  that  the  height  of  the  proposed  building 
would  be  138  feet  above  Stanyan  Street  at  Grove  Street. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  why  it  would  not  be  possible  for  the 
proposed  structure  to  be  located  somewhere  else  other  than  the  precise  location 
specified  on  the  plans.  Mr.  Hertzka  replied  that  the  building  would  have  to  be 
constructed  north  of  the  recommended  site  if  Grove  Street  were  not  vacated  as 
requested;  however,  he  pointed  out  that  moving  of  the  building  northward  would 
"split  the  medical  complex. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  it  would  not  be  possible  to  connect 
the  building  to  the  rest  of  the  medical  complex  by  way  of  a  bridge  structure  over 
Grove  Street.  Mr.  Hertzka  replied  that  problems  of  elevation  and  grade  would 
render  such  an  approach  impractical  if  not  impossible. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  other  alternatives  had  been  explored. 
Mr.  Hertzka  answered  that  at  least  six  other  alternatives  had  been  considered; 
however,  it  had  been  determined  that  none  of  the  other  alternatives  would  work. 
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Vice  President  Porter  assumed  that  additional  buildings  would  have  to 
be  razed  if  the  proposed  building  were  to  be  relocated  northward.  Mr.  Hertzka 
responded  in  the  affirmative;  and,  at  the  same  time,  he  emphasized  that  additional 
properties  would  have  to  be  acquired  by  the  hospital  if  the  building  were  to  be 
relocated  northward. 

William  D.  Puleston,  522  Stanyan  Street,  commented  on  traffic  and  parking 
congestion  in  the  neighborhood.  He  noted  that  St.  Mary's  Hospital  had  recently 
constructed  a  garage  which  was  intended  for  its  employees;  however,  since  the 
garage  charges  50c  an  hour  for  parking  and  since  it  closes  at  10:30  P.M.,  he 
questioned  whether  it  is  actually  used  by  employees  of  the  hospital.  He  felt  that 
matters  might  be  relieved  if  the  city  were  to  install  parking  meters  in  the  area. 
He  also  felt  that  the  hospital  should  be  required  to  pay  as  much  for  the  vacated 
portion  of  Grove  Street  as  they  would  be  required  to  pay  if  it  were  privately 
owned.   In  conclusion,  he  urged  the  Commission  to  consider  all  aspects  of  the 
situation  before  taking  action  on  the  proposal  since  it  would  not  be  possible 
to  make  any  changes  after  the  building  has  already  been  constructed. 

The  Secretary  read  a  letter  which  had  been  addressed  to  the  Commission 
by  Theodore  Weiman,  2101  Van  Ness  Avenue,  asking  that  the  Commission's  decision 
on  the  subject  application  be  delayed  to  allow  other  property  owners  in  the 
subject  neighborhood  to  determine  the  effect  which  the  proposed  project  would 
have  on  their  own  interests. 

The  Director  stated  that  he  had  understood  that  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  would  recommend  that  the  vacation  of  Grove  Street  between  Stanyan  and 
Shrader  Streets  be  approved  subject  to  certain  traffic  controls  and  conditions; 
and,  since  he  believed  that  considerable  public  benefit  would  be  gained  from  the 
vacation  of  the  street,  he  recommended  that  the  vacation  be  approved  as  in 
conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

Subsequently,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Newman  that  the  Director  be  authorized  to  report  that  the  vacation 
of  Grove  Street  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader  Streets  is  in  conformity  with  the 
Master  Plan. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  stated  that  he  had  not  been  convinced  that 
the  public  benefits  which  would  be  derived  from  the  street  closing  would  in  fact 
compensate  for  the  closing  of  the  street.  He  noted  that  no  additional  hospital 
beds  would  be  made  available  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result  of  the  project  proposed 
to  be  undertaken  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital.  Furthermore,  no  convincing  argument 
had  been  offered  to  demonstrate  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to  proceed  with  the 
proposed  project  without  necessitating  the  closing  of  Grove  Street  in  the  subject 
block.  He  felt  that  it  might  be  possible  to  work  out  a  feasible  alternative 
proposal  if  the  hospital  were  willing  to  acquire  properties  to  the  north  through 
eminent  domain  proceedings  to  provide  a  proper  site  for  the  proposed  facility. 

After  further  discussion,  the  question  was  called  and  the  Commission 
voted  4  to  1  to  authorize  the  Director  to  report  that  the  vacation  of  Grove  Street 
between  Stanyan  Street  and  Shrader  Street  is  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 
Commissioners  Elliott,  Kearney,  Newman,  and  Porter  voted  Aye;  Commissioner 
Fleishhacker  voted  No. 


. 
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Mr.  Steele  submitted  a  draft  resolution  which  would  approve  the  con- 
ditional use  application  which  had  been  filed  by  St.  Mary's  Hospital  subject  to 
nine  conditions.   After  summarizing  and  commenting  upon  the  conditions,  he 
recommended  adoption  of  the  draft  resolution. 

Vice  President  Porter,  noting  that  Condition  No.  9  of  the  draft  resolution 
remarked  on  the  possibility  that  a  bridge  might  someday  be  constructed  to  connect 
with  Golden  Gate  Park  over  Stanyan  Street,  asked  if  responsibility  for  construc- 
tion of  the  bridge  would  rest  with  the  City  or  with  St.  Mary's  Hospital.  The 
Director  replied  that  the  bridge  would  have  to  be  provided  at  public  expense. 

Mr.  Stack,  noting  that  the  wording  of  Condition  No.  1  of  the  draft 
resolution  would  limit  the  new  hospital  to  a  total  of  593  hospital  beds,  believed 
that  the  correct  figure  should  have  been  630  beds.  Mr.  Steele  agreed  and 
modified  the  draft  resolution  accordingly. 

Mr.  Hertzka  commented  on  the  fact  that  Condition  No.  6  of  the  draft 
resolution  provided  that  the  height  of  the  nursing  tower  exclusive  of  required 
penthouses  should  not  exceed  428  feet  above  city  base.  He  stated  that  the 
building  would  in  no  case  exceed  that  height  to  any  great  extent;  however,  he 
felt  somewhat  uneasy  about  working  with  an  elevation  of  428  feet  as  an  absolute 
maximum. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  suggested  that  the  wording  of  Condition  No.  6 
could  be  changed  to  make  the  condition  read  as  follows: 

"The  height  of  the  nursing  tower  exclusive  of  required  penthouses 
shall  be  approximately  428  feet  above  City  base  and  in  no  case  will 
exceed  9  stories  above  the  two  story  base  unit." 

Both  Mr.  Steele  and  Mr.  Hertzka  indicated  that  this  modification  would  be 
acceptable. 

Mr.  Hertzka  stated  that  he  was  concerned  about  Condition  No.  9  of  the 
draft  resolution  which  set  forth  various  design  elements  and  objectives  and 
which  appeared  to  be  mandatory  in  nature.  He  was  particularly  concerned  about 
the  recommendation  that  a  pedestrian  walkway  should  be  provided  across  the  top 
of  the  two  story  base  of  the  hospital  building  to  connect  with  a  pedestrian  bridge 
over  Stanyan  Street  which  might  be  constructed  at  some  later  date.  He  doubted 
that  such  a  pedestrian  walkway  would  be  used  to  any  great  extent;  and,  if  it 
were  used,  it  might  pose  a  security  problem  for  the  hospital. 

Vice  President  Porter  questioned  whether  the  taxpayers  would  ever  be 
willing  to  pay  for  construction  of  the  bridge  across  Stanyan  Street  at  this 
location. 

The  Director  remarked  that  the  northeast  corner  of  Golden  Gate  Park  has 
remained  untouched  and  unnoticed  for  many  years;  and,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  area  of  the  park  is  now  being  rehabilitated,  he  felt  that  use  of  this 
portion  of  the  park  should  be  encouraged.   In  his  opinion,  it  would  not  be  diffi- 
cult for  people  to  climb  the  two  stories  necessary  to  reach  the  top  of  the  base 


. 


) 


; 

- 


-15-  8/8/68 

of  the  hospital  building;  in  any  case,  he  felt  that  the  proposal  was  worthy  of 
further  consideration. 

Vice  President  Porter  emphasized  that  Condition  No.  9  was  advisory  rather 
than  mandatory  in  nature;  and  she  asked  if  Mr.  Hertzlca  would  not  be  willing  to 
discuss  the  matter  further  with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Mr.  Hertzka  stated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  discuss  the  proposal 
further.  Subsequently,  he  advised  the  Commission  that  he  was  also  concerned 
about  Paragraph  C  of  Condition  No.  9  which  suggested  that  the  hospital  building 
should  be  moved  15  feet  northward  from  the  location  shoxm  on  the  site  plans. 
In  terms  of  aesthetics,  he  felt  that  the  building  should  be  located  as  proposed; 
and,  if  the  building  were  to  be  relocated  as  recommended  by  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  considerable  additional  cost  would  be  involved. 

Ted  Weiman,  property  owner  in  the  subject  neighborhood,  stated  that  plans 
for  the  proposed  facility  had  not  been  available  for  review  in  the  offices  in 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  until  that  morning.  Given  a  project  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  one  proposed,  he  felt  that  the  public  should  have  had  a  better 
opportunity  to  familiarize  themselves  with  the  plans.  He  stated  that  he  had 
also  tried  to  contact  the  Planning  Director  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital  to  obtain 
information  regarding  the  project;  however,  he  had  not  been  able  to  make  contact 
with  that  individual. 

Vice  President  Porter  felt  that  it  was  unfortunate  that  plans  had  not 
been  available  at  an  earlier  date  for  review;  and  she  suggested  that  the  staff 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  should  require  applicants  to  provide  final 
plans  for  their  projects  at  least  one  week  before  scheduled  Commission  hearings. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  4  to  1  that  Resolution  No.  6249  be  adopted 
and  that  the  application  be  approved  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  the 
draft  resolution  as  modified.  Commissioners  Elliott,  Kearney,  Newman,  and 
Porter  voted  Aye;  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  voted  No. 

CU68.21      1130  and  1150  Sacramento  Street  and  137  Sproule  Lane. 

Request  for  authorization  to  construct  a  23  story  hotel  in  R-4 
and  R-5  Districts.   (This  application  would  revise  the  hotel 
approved  by  the  Commission  on  January  4,  1968  by  adding  675 
square  feet  of  lot  area  and  by  extending  the  parking  and  hotel 
facility  structure  onto  its  new  area  to  a  height  of  three  stories.) 

Varnum  Paul,  representing  the  owners  of  the  Nob  Hill  Apartments,  re- 
quested that  hearing  of  this  matter  be  postponed  until  such  time  as  all  members 
of  the  Commission  could  be  present. 

Vice  President  Porter  remarked  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to 
guarantee  that  all  of  the  members  of  the  Commission  would  be  present  on  any 
given  date;  however,  consideration  could  be  given  to  a  request  for  postponement 
until  a  particular  member  of  the  Commission  could  be  present. 
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Mr.  Paul  stated  that  President  Brinton  of  the  Commission  had  indicated 
that  he  was  very  much  interested  in  the  subject  application;  and,  since  the 
application  would  require  the  Commission  to  render  a  decision  on  an  important 
matter  of  policy,  he  had  hoped  that  the  hearing  would  be  postponed  until 
President  Brinton  returns  from  vacation. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  it  had  been  made  policy  of  the  Com- 
mission to  grant  postponement  requests  if  all  parties  involved  supported  the 
request. 

J.  Edward  Fleishell,  attorney  for  the  applicants,  stated  that  he  opposed 
the  request  for  postponement.   He  noted  that  opponents  of  the  proposed  hotel  had 
appealed  the  Commission's  original  conditional  use  authorization  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  which  had  finally  sustained  the  Commission's  action.   During  the 
interim,  additional  property  had  been  acquired  and  improvements  had  been  made 
in  plans  for  the  hotel.  He  regarded  the  present  request  for  postponement  as 
another  tactic  to  delay  construction  of  the  hotel;  and  he  asked  that  the  Com- 
mission proceed  with  hearing  of  the  subject  application  as  scheduled. 

Mr.  Paul  subsequently  questioned  the  Commission's  authority  to  proceed 
with  the  hearing  of  the  application.   He  noted  that  the  new  plans  for  the  hotel 
included  a  pavilion  bar;  and,  in  his  opinion,  Section  204.2(c)  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  which  governs  conditional  uses  in  R-3  and  higher  density  residential 
districts,  provides  that  hotels  may  be  approved  as  conditional  uses  only  if  they 
do  not  include  "any  bar,  night  club,  or  banquet  room  or  a  restaurant  other  than  a 
dining  room  with  no  direct  street  entrance  and  designed  for  the  use  of  the  occu- 
pants of  the  building".   Since  the  hotel  presently  proposed  would  include  a  bar, 
he  felt  that  the  Commission  did  not  have  any  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  subject 
application. 

Mr.  Steele  believed  that  the  bar  could  be  considered  as  an  accessory 
use  and  that  it  could  be  approved  under  the  provisions  of  Section  113  of  the 
City  Planning  Code. 

The  Director  recommended  that  the  Commission  proceed  with  hearing  of 
the  application  as  scheduled.   He  noted  that  opponents  of  the  application  were 
represented;  and,  therefore,  he  felt  that  they  could  make  their  case  known 
during  the  course  of  the  present  meeting.   In  any  case,  it  would  be  difficult 
for  the  Commission  to  guarantee  that  the  full  Commission  or  any  particular 
member  of  the  Commission  would  be  present  at  any  future  hearing. 

Mr.  Paul  stated  that  he  felt  the  Commission  should  have  the  opinion  of 
the  City  Attorney  regarding  its  authority  to  consider  the  subject  application 
which  involved  a  bar.   Vice  President  Porter  pointed  out  that  the  City  Attorney's 
Office  had  closed  more  than  50  minutes  ago;  and  she  indicated  that  she  regretted 
that  Mr.  Paul  had  not  discussed  the  terms  of  his  opposition  with  the  staff  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  previously  so  that  the  legal  question  could 
have  been  resolved  through  the  City  Attorney's  Office. 
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Richard  Herndon,  also  an  opponent  of  the  application,  indicated  that  he 
agreed  with  Mr.  Paul's  interpretation  of  Section  204.2(c)  of  the  City  Planning 
Code. 

Vice  President  Porter  advised  the  Director  that  the  Commission  wished  to 
proceed  with  the  hearing  as  scheduled. 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  subject  application  was  similar  in  nature  to 
the  one  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Commission  on  January  4,  1968;  however, 
since  the  applicants  proposed  to  add  675  square  feet  of  lot  area  to  the  site  and  to 
extend  the  parking  and  hotel  facilities  structure  onto  this  new  area  to  a  height  of 
three  stories,  they  had  been  required  to  file  a  new  conditional  use  application. 
In  conclusion,  he  remarked  that  there  had  been  essentially  no  change  in  the  char- 
acter of  the  neighborhood  since  the  last  time  that  this  matter  had  been  considered 
by  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Fleishell  stated  that  his  clients,  subsequent  to  the  approval  of 
original  plans  for  the  hotel  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  had  focused  their  attention  on  trying  to  solve  the  only  major  problem 
which  had  been  raised  regarding  the  original  plans,  i.  e.,  the  problem  of  traffic 
flow  on  Sacramento  Street.  As  a  result,  they  had  decided  to  purchase  an  addi- 
tional parcel  of  property  to  the  north  of  their  original  site  so  that  traffic  to 
the  hotel  could  circulate  in  a  clock-wise  pattern  from  Sacramento  Street,  along 
Sproule  Lane,  into  the  garage  and  loading  areas,  and  out  into  the  flow  of  traffic 
again  by  way  of  Ewer  Place.   In  addition,  the  hotel  had  been  moved  4  feet  north- 
ward to  provide  better  facilities  for  the  loading  and  unloading  of  taxi  cabs;  and 
both  the  density  and  height  of  the  building  had  been  reduced  somewhat.   He 
believed  that  the  building  now  proposed  was  much  better  than  the  one  which  had 
been  originally  approved  by  the  Commission.  He  also  stated  that  he  had  called  Mr. 
Paul  twice  on  the  telephone  to  inquire  whether  he  needed  additional  information 
concerning  the  application;  and,  on  neither  occasion,  was  the  question  of  the 
legality  of  the  application  raised.  Therefore,  he  could  not  comment  on  that  sub- 
ject; and  he  indicated  he  would  rely  on  the  final  opinion  of  the  City  Attorney 
with  regard  to  that  matter. 

Mr.  Russell,  representing  the  architectural  firm  of  John  Carl  Warnecke 
and  Associates,  architects  for  the  applicants,  described  the  changes  which  had 
been  made  in  the  plans  for  the  proposed  hotel. 

Vice  President  Porter,  noting  that  the  bar  which  had  been  included  in 
the  new  plans  seemed  to  be  a  center  of  controversy,  asked  how  large  the  bar  would 
be.  Mr.  Russell  replied  that  the  bar  would  have  an  area  of  approximately  500 
square  feet  and  would  contain  25  bar  stools. 

Mr.  Ted  Moulton,  representing  the  Nob  Hill  Association,  read  a  copy  of  a 
resolution  which  had  been  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  his  association  on 
August  7,  1968,  as  follows: 
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"The  Nob  Hill  Association  is  pleased  to  see  the  changes  the 
Applicant  has  made  towards  easing  the  traffic  problems  and 
to  see  a  further  set-back  of  the  tower.  The  Association, 
however,  is  still  gravely  concerned  with  the  traffic,  loading 
and  stacking  problems  and  believe  they  can  be  further  alle- 
viated. 

As  the  Applicant  holds  a  long  term  lease  on  Lots  2  and  4 
facing  on  Mason  Street  and  Lot  35  facing  on  Sproule  Lane, 
therefore  the  use  of  these  lots  continues  to  offer  an  excel- 
lent opportunity  of  solving  the  traffic  and  loading  problems. 
In  particular,  we  request  that  more  study  be  given  service 
loading  on  Sproule  Lane  using  Lot  35  as  a  service  yard,  as  is 
similarly  done  at  the  rear  of  the  Nob  Hill  Apartments.  We 
are  advised  by  the  Applicant's  representative  that  he  has  no 
plans  to  build  on  these  lots,  other  than  the  675  square  foot 
parcel  of  that  Lot  35  included  in  the  Applicant's  proposal, 
but  plans  to  landscape  them,  and  that  he  acquired  these  lots 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  view  of  the  proposed 
hotel. 

The  permanence  of  these  proposed  open  spaces,  in  addition 
to  their  being  the  means  of  solving  the  traffic  and  loading 
problems,  could  well  mitigate  the  nonresidential  quality  of 
a  hotel  at  this  particular  location. 

These  open  spaces  could  provide  a  new  location  for  a  tot  lot 
as  the  one  now  in  Huntington  Park  will  become  a  precarious 
location  because  of  the  increased  traffic  on  Sacramento  Street. 
A  tot  lot  located  on  Lots  2  and  4  is  nearer  the  homes  of  the 
children  now  using  Huntington  Park,  and  would  be  a  definite 
asset  to  the  hill  community." 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Moulton  stated  that  members  of  his  association  were 
not  so  much  concerned  about  the  traffic  which  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed 
hotel  as  they  were  with  the  "stacking"  of  automobiles,  buses,  etc.;  and  they 
believed  that  plans  for  the  hotel  could  still  be  vastly  improved  if  additional 
property  could  be  added  to  the  site. 

Having  been  asked  to  comment  on  Mr.  Moulton' s  proposal  by  Vice  President 
Porter,  Mr.  Russell  stated  that  his  clients  had  proposed  to  provide  truck  loading 
facilities  in  excess  of  those  which  were  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code;  and, 
all  things  considered,  he  felt  that  the  truck  loading  facilities  which  were  being 
proposed  would  be  sufficient. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  applicants  did  in  fact  own  addi- 
tional property  immediately  north  of  the  hotel  site.  Mr.  Fleishell  replied  in  the 
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affirmative.  He  stated  that  the  property  is  presently  developed  with  houses; 
however,  those  houses  would  have  to  be  demolished  because  of  the  terms  of  their 
lease  agreement.  He  stated  that  his  clients  had  no  specific  future  plans  for  the 
property;  however,  in  view  of  the  cost  of  the  land,  he  doubted  that  it  could 
remain  vacant  forever.  He  indicated  that  his  clients  had  wished  to  purchase  only 
a  small  portion  of  the  property  to  gain  rear  access  to  Ewer  Place;  however,  they 
had  been  forced  to  buy  the  entire  parcel  of  property.   In  any  case,  his  clients 
had  not  been  unhappy  about  that  arrangement  since  they  did  wish  to  protect  the 
views  from  their  proposed  hotel  which  would  be  damaged  or  destroyed  if  another 
building  were  to  be  constructed  on  the  adjacent  lot;  and  he  felt  that  some  arrange- 
ments could  be  made  with  the  owners  of  the  Nob  Hill  Apartments  if  they  wished  to 
purchase  air  rights  over  that  property. 

Mr.  Herndon  pointed  out  that  the  garages  of  the  Nob  Hill  Apartments  are 
located  directly  opposite  from  the  only  entrance  which  would  be  provided  to  the 
garage  of  the  proposed  hotel;  and  he  noted  that  the  hotel's  garage  entrance  would 
be  used  both  by  passenger  vehicles  and  by  trucks.   In  view  of  the  congestion 
which  was  bound  to  occur  at  that  point,  he  felt  that  the  applicant  should  be  pur- 
suaded  to  follow  Mr.  Moulton's  suggestion  and  to  add  an  additional  paved  area  to 
their  site  so  that  service  trucks  would  not  block  traffic  on  Sproule  Lane.  He 
stated  that  he,  also,  was  concerned  about  the  bar  which  was  being  proposed  by  the 
applicants;  and  he  felt  that  the  restaurant-bar  arrangement  originally  proposed 
by  the  applicants  would  be  preferable  to  the  separate  facilities  presently  being 
proposed. 

Stuart  Kuhn,  representing  the  owner  of  the  Park  Lane  Apartments,  dis- 
tributed photographs  which  he  had  taken  to  illustrate  the  extent  of  traffic  and 
parking  congestion  along  Sacramento  Street.  He  felt  that  the  proposed  hotel  would 
contribute  significantly  to  that  situation  of  congestion;  and  he  felt  that  the 
revised  plans  for  the  facility  were  little  better  than  the  plans  which  had  been 
originally  approved  by  the  Commission.  He  also  noted  that  the  bar  which  was  being 
proposed  by  the  applicants  would  overlook  the  courtyard  of  the  Park  Lane  Apart- 
ments; and  he  felt  that  this  would  constitute  an  invasion  of  the  privacy  of  his 
clients'  tenants. 

John  Denver,  representing  the  Pacific  Union  Club,  advised  the  Commission 
that  his  clients  did  not  oppose  a  hotel  or  apartment  house  for  the  subject  site; 
however,  they  felt  that  the  size  of  the  proposed  facility  would  seriously  effect 
traffic  and  parking  problems  in  the  neighborhood.  He  felt  that  the  proposal  made 
by  Mr.  Moulton  had  some  merit  in  that  it  would  alleviate  traffic  congestion  on 
Sproule  Lane;  and  he  pointed  out  that  it  would  have  the  further  advantage  of 
restraining  the  future  growth  of  the  hotel. 

Elizabeth  Hay  Bechtel,  owner  of  an  apartment  in  the  Nob  Hill  Apartment 
Building,  stated  that  she  was  concerned  about  the  proposed  hotel  because  she  and 
others  who  had  purchased  apartments  had  been  originally  promised  that  they  would 
own  the  air  rights  over  the  subject  property.  Furthermore,  she  pointed  out  that 
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the  subject  portion  of  Nob  Hill  has  always  been  devoted  to  residential  use;  and 
she  felt  that  the  proposed  hotel  would  thus  be  inappropriately  located  on  the  sub- 
ject site. 

Mr.  Paul  noted  that  other  individuals  who  had  spoken  in  opposition  to  the 
subject  application  had  indicated  that  they  would  not  be  opposed  to  the  hotel  pro- 
vided modifications  were  to  be  made  in  the  plans.  However,  the  owners  of  the  Nob 
Hill  Apartments,  whom  he  represented,  were  totally  opposed  to  having  any  hotel 
located  on  the  site  and  felt  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
the  City  Planning  Commission  had  been  so  desirous  of  approving  the  hotel  that  they 
had  not  given  full  consideration  to  the  issues  raised  by  its  opponents. 

Vice  President  Porter  reminded  Mr.  Paul  that  the  City  Planning  Commission 
had  already  approved  a  conditional  use  application  for  construction  of  a  hotel  on 
the  subject  site;  and,  whether  or  not  the  present  application  was  approved,  the 
applicants  would  have  the  right  to  construct  the  hotel  which  was  originally 
approved.   In  voting  for  approval  of  the  original  hotel,  she  had  explained  that 
she  felt  that  the  hotel,  which  would  be  subject  to  conditions  established  by  the 
Commission,  would  do  far  less  damage  than  construction  of  an  apartment  building 
similar  to  the  Nob  Hill  Apartment  Building  on  the  site  as  a  principal  permitted 
use.   Since  a  hotel  could  be  built  on  the  site  in  any  case,  she  asked  Mr.  Paul  to 
comment  on  his  preference  between  the  two  sets  of  plans  which  had  been  prepared 
by  the  applicants. 

Mr.  Paul  stated  that  he  and  his  clients  had  been  confused  as  to  whether 
the  original  application  had  been  approved  or  not  since  the  final  plans  for  that 
proposal  had  never  been  filed  with  the  Commission  as  required;  and  he  noted  that 
the  revised  plans  had  been  filed  with  the  Central  Permit  Bureau  at  the  same  time 
that  the  application  was  filed  for  the  new  conditional  use  authorization.  He 
regarded  the  present  application  as  being  brand  new  and  completely  independent  of 
the  first  application  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Commission;  and,  therefore, 
he  felt  that  the  Commission  should  reconsider  all  aspects  of  the  case.  He  noted 
that  Section  304.3  of  the  City  Planning  Code  provides  that  the  Commission,  in  order 
to  approve  conditional  use  applications,  must  establish  "(1)  that  the  proposed  use 
at  the  particular  location  is  necessary  or  desirable  to  provide  a  service  or 
facility  which  will  contribute  to  the  well-being  of  the  neighborhood  or  the  com- 
munity; and  (2)  that  such  use  will  not,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case,  be  detrimental  to  the  health,  safety  or  general  welfare  of  persons  residing 
or  working  in  the  vicinity,  or  injurious  to  property  or  improvements  in  the 
vicinity."  Mr.  Paul  stated  that  it  was  his  position  that  the  proposed  hotel  would 
be  injurious  and  harmful  to  property  and  improvements  in  the  immediate  vicinity; 
and,  therefore,  he  questioned  the  Commission's  authority  to  grant  the  requested 
conditional  use  authorization.   He  also  pointed  out  that  many  people  are  moving 
away  from  San  Francisco  because  of  the  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities  in  the 
city;  and,  with  this  point  in  mind,  he  felt  that  the  Commission  would  be  ill-advised 
to  authorize  conversion  of  the  subject  residential  property  to  a  commercial  use. 
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Mr.  Paul  felt  that  if  the  hotel  were  to  be  approved,  the  Commission 
should  not  be  so  naive  as  to  believe  that  the  remainder  of  the  property  owned  by 
the  applicants  would  remain  vacant  for  any  significant  period  of  time.  The  hotel 
itself  would  create  a  pattern  for  change  in  the  subject  neighborhood;  and  he  was 
convinced  that  its  effect  would  be  felt  immediately.   In  conclusion,  Mr.  Paul 
remarked  that  no  demonstration  had  been  offered  that  the  proposed  hotel  would  be 
necessary  or  desirable  as  required  by  Section  304.3  of  the  City  Planning  Code; 
and,  therefore,  he  urged  that  the  subject  application  be  disapproved. 

Vice  President  Porter  emphasized  that  Mr.  Paul's  plea  for  retention 
of  residential  uses  on  the  subject  site  was  moot  because  of  the  previous  condi- 
tional use  application  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Commission.   Since  the  new 
application  had  been  filed  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  hotel's  traffic  cir- 
culation, she  asked  Mr.  Paul  to  address  himself  specifically  to  that  aspect  of 
the  application. 

Mr.  Paul  remarked  that  traffic  congestion  in  the  subject  neighborhood 
has  already  reached  crisis  proportion;  and  he  felt  that  no  action  should  be  taken 
by  the  Commission  which  would  make  the  situation  worse.   The  proposed  hotel  would 
bring  many  chartered  buses,  etc.  to  the  neighborhood;  and,  since  these  vehicles  tra- 
ditionally disregard  all  traffic  laws,  traffic  congestion  in  the  area  would  surely 
become  much  more  serious.  He  remarked  that  some  people  had  proposed  that  Sproule 
Lane  should  be  made  into  a  one-way  street;  but  he  did  not  support  that  proposal 
since  it  would  greatly  inconvenience  the  residents  of  the  Nob  Hill  Apartments. 

Stanley  Krieger,  a  resident  of  Nob  Hill,  remarked  that  it  is  difficult 
for  automobiles  to  gain  access  to  parking  garages  on  Sproule  Lane  because  of  the 
narrowness  of  the  street;  and  he  felt  that  it  would  be  even  more  difficult  for 
trucks  trying  to  gain  access  to  the  service  area  of  the  proposed  hotel. 

Mr.  Steele  submitted  a  draft  resolution  of  approval  containing  four  con- 
ditions. After  summarizing  the  conditions,  he  recommended  adoption  of  the  draft 
resolution. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  Mr.  Steele  felt  that  the  suggestions 
offered  by  Mr.  Moulton  were  worthy  of  further  consideration.   Mr.  Steele  replied 
that  this  would  depend  entirely  upon  the  disposition  of  the  developer  since  the 
additional  property  had  not  been  included  in  the  subject  application. 

Vice  President  Porter  then  asked  if  Mr.  Steele  felt  that  better  plans 
could  be  formulated  for  the  hotel  if  additional  property  were  to  be  added  to  the 
site.  Mr.  Steele  replied  that  the  addition  of  extra  property  to  the  site  might 
lessen  some  of  the  problems  posed  by  the  hotel;  however,  he  would  not  be  prepared 
to  recommend  further  extension  of  the  hotel  use  into  the  residential  area  to  the 
north. 

The  Director  remarked  that  the  hotel  originally  approved  by  the  Commis- 
sion could  be  constructed  by  the  applicant  even  if  the  present  application  were  to 
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be  disapproved.   In  his  opinion,  the  hotel  presently  proposed  was  substantially 
better  than  the  first  hotel  approved  by  the  Commission  in  terms  of  traffic  circu- 
lation; and,  in  this  regard,  it  fulfilled  Condition  No.  3  of  the  resolution 
adopted  in  January  which  specified  that  final  plans  for  the  hotel  should  be  mod- 
ified to  the  extent  deemed  necessary  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  create 
the  most  efficient  use  of  the  proposed  parking  garage  and  to  minimize  conflict  of 
vehicular  traffic  generated  by  the  hotel  with  pedestrian  and  general  vehicular 
use  of  the  Sacramento  Street  and  Sproule  Lane  right-of-ways.   Since  that  condi- 
tion had  been  fulfilled,  it  had  not  been  included  in  the  draft  resolution  pres- 
ently before  the  Commission;  however,  it  was  recommended  that  all  of  the  other 
conditions  contained  in  the  first  resolution  be  continued  in  effect.  With  regard 
to  the  question  raised  by  Vice  President  Porter  as  to  the  merits  of  Mr.  Moulton's 
proposal,  he  felt  that  further  expansion  of  the  site  would  probably  result  in  a 
more  desirable  plan  for  the  hotel.  However,  since  the  additional  property  had  not 
been  included  in  the  subject  application,  the  Commission  had  no  authority  to 
require  that  that  property  be  used  for  the  purposes  recommended  by  Mr.  Moulton. 

Commissioner  Newman  felt  that  even  the  present  plan  did  not  represent 
the  best  solution  to  all  the  problems  posed  by  the  proposed  hotel;  and  he  believed 
that  better  plans  might  evolve  if  the  Commission  were  to  request  that  other  possi- 
bilities be  explored. 

Mr.  Russell  advised  the  Commission  that  he  and  his  associates  have  spent 
some  90  to  180  days  studying  various  alternative  plans  for  the  hotel;  and  they 
were  convinced  that  further  study  on  their  part  would  not  result  in  any  substantial 
plan  changes. 

Commissioner  Kearney  remarked  on  the  fact  that  the  applicants  had  gone 
through  the  trouble  of  preparing  better  plans  for  the  hotel  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  the  first  set  of  plans  had  already  been  approved  by  the  Commission;  and, 
under  the  circumstances,  he  felt  that  it  would  be  unfair  of  the  Commission  to 
penalize  the  applicant  for  his  trouble  by  delaying  approval  of  the  revised  appli- 
cation or  by  trying  to  pressure  him  to  use  an  even  greater  amount  of  property  for 
the  hotel. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  in  Mr.  Steele's  opinion  the  new  bar 
represented  an  improvement  over  the  arrangements  shown  in  the  original  plans.   Mr. 
Steele  stated  that  it  was  his  personal  opinion  that  the  new  bar  would  be  an  improve- 
ment; however,  the  matter  would  be  subject  to  further  review  by  the  Commission  as 
final  plans  are  developed  by  the  applicant. 

The  Director  emphasized  that  Condition  No.  2  of  the  draft  resolution 
would  provide  that  final  plans  for  the  building  should  be  submitted  to  the  City 
Planning  Commission  for  review  and  approval  prior  to  the  filing  of  any  application 
for  a  building  permit;  therefore,  even  though  he  was  recommending  that  the  subject 
application  be  approved  during  the  present  hearing,  minor  revisions  could  be  made 
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in  the  plans  prior  to  the  time  that  final  plans  for  the  building  are  approved  by 
the  Commission. 

Mr.  Herndon  felt  that  the  language  of  the  first  part  of  the  third  con- 
dition of  Resolution  No.  6171  should  have  been  included  in  the  draft  resolution 
presently  before  the  Commission  for  consideration.   The  Director  replied  that 
inclusion  of  that  language  would  no  longer  be  necessary  since  the  intent  of  the 
requirement  had  already  been  achieved  through  the  revised  plans  which  had  been 
prepared  by  the  applicant. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  that  the  draft  resolution  be  adopted  and 
that  the  subject  application  be  approved. 

Commissioner  Newman  asked  Mr.  Fleishell  if  he  felt  that  there  were  any 
possibility  of  adding  further  land  to  the  hotel  site.   Mr.  Fleishell  replied  in 
the  negative. 

When  the  question  was  called,  the  Commission  voted  4  to  1  to  adopt 
Resolution  No.  6250  and  to  approve  the  application  subject  to  the  conditions  con- 
tained in  the  draft  resolution.   Commissioners  Elliott,  Fleishhacker,  Kearney 
and  Porter  voted  Aye;  Commissioner  Newman  voted  No. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:10  P.M. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  of  Thursday,  August  15,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
August  15,  1968,  at  2:15  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott, 
James  S.  Kearney,  and  Walter  S.  Newman,  members  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President;  James  K.  Carr,  and  Mortimer 
Fleishhacker,  Jr. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan 
B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  Edward  I.  Murphy,  Assistant  Director  of  Planning; 
R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation;  Phoebe  H.  Brown,  Planner  IV; 
William  A.  Proctor,  Planner  IV;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Elliott, 
and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meetings  of  July  25  and  August  1, 
1968,  be  approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

The  Director  reported  that  he  and  Commissioner  Porter  had  participated 
in  a  ceremony  in  Golden  Gate  Park  last  Friday  afternoon  at  which  Robert  B.  Pitts, 
Regional  Administrator  for  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  pre- 
sented to  the  City  a  check  for  $582,864,  which  represented  95%  of  the  Urban 
Beautif ication  Grant  which  the  Department  of  City  Planning  obtained  from  HUD  for 
the  fiscal  year  1967-68.   A  portion  of  the  grant  is  being  used  to  finance  a  summer 
work  program  to  develop  the  long  neglected  northeast  corner  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  the  Planning  and  Development 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  meet  at  2:00  P.M.  next  Tuesday,  August 
20,  to  consider  the  proposed  corner  bonus  amendment  to  the  Downtown  Zoning  Ordi- 
nance . 

The  Director  informed  the  Commission  that  the  Zoning  Administrator  has 
established  a  new  administrative  policy  for  the  Zoning  Division  requiring  that  no 
applications  for  zoning  reclassifications,  conditional  uses,  or  variances  shall 
be  considered  acceptable  for  filing  if  not  accompanied  by  required  plans  or 
drawings.   Exceptions  to  this  rule  will  not  be  permitted  without  the  specific 
approval  of  the  Zcning  Administrator. 
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The  Director  submitted  a  draft  resolution  which  had  been  prepared  to 
set  the  date  of  Thursday,  September  26  for  a  public  hearing  to  consider  one  or 
more  amendments  to  the  City  Planning  Code,  the  purpose  of  which  would  be  to  make 
appropriate  changes  in  the  provisions  of  the  Code  governing  single  family  occu- 
pancy.  Subsequently,  he  recommended  adoption  of  the  draft  resolution. 

After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded  by  Com- 
missioner Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution  be  adopted 
as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6253  and  that  the  public  hearing  be  set 
for  September  26,  1968,  as  recommended  by  the  Director. 

R68.50    Request  from  Board  of  Supervisors  for  re-evaluation  of  proposed  Washing- 
ton Square  Underground  Parking  Garage. 

The  Director  stated  that  referrals  of  this  sort  from  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors are  usually  not  treated  as  the  subjects  of  a  formal  public  hearing  since 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  along  with  other  city  departments,  bears  responsi- 
bility only  for  technical  recommendations  which  will  be  considered  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  at  their  formal  public  hearing.   Nevertheless,  Mr.  Muskie,  representing 
various  merchants  in  the  North  Beach  area,  had  requested  that  discussion  of  this 
matter  be  postponed. 

Mr.  Muskie,  who  was  present  in  the  meeting  room,  stated  that  he  had 
received  a  letter  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  stating  that  he  would 
be  advised  in  advance  of  any  public  hearing  to  be  held  on  the  proposed  Washington 
Square  Garage.   Furthermore,  Mayor  Alioto  had  suggested  that  various  statistics 
concerning  the  garage  be  brought  up  to  date;  and  this  process  had  not  yet  been 
completed. 

The  Director  explained  that  the  letter  sent  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  would  have  pertained  only  to  any  public  hearing  held  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  the  proposed  Washington  Square  Garage;  and  he  indicated  that  the 
letter  which  had  been  sent  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  had  requested  that  the  Commission's  report  on  this  matter  be  forwarded  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  immediately.   Based  on  the  information  presently  available 
to  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  he  had  been  able  to  prepare  a 
recommendation  for  the  Commission;  and,  consequently,  he  suggested  that  the  Commis- 
sion proceed  with  consideration  of  the  matter  as  scheduled. 

Commissioner  Kearney  felt  that  it  might  be  a  disadvantage  for  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  garage  if  the  Commission  should  take  an  adverse  position  with  regard 
to  the  proposal  without  having  the  most  up-to-date  information  available  for  its 
review. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  the  Commission  was  only  being  asked  to 
reconsider  the  action  which  it  had  previously  taken  regarding  the  proposed  garage. 
To  her  knowledge,  plans  for  the  garage  had  not  been  altered;  and,  if  the  plans  were 
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to  be  changed  at  a  later  date,  she  assumed  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would 
refer  the  new  plans  to  the  Commission  for  further  review. 

Commissioner  Elliott  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  had  also 

been  asked  to  give  its  technical  recommendation  on  the  garage  proposal  to  the  Board 

of  Supervisors;  and  he  indicated  that  that  opinion  would  be  rendered  without  public 

debate.   Subsequently,  all  points  of  view,  including  those  held  by  Mr.  Muskie, 

would  be  considered  at  the  public  hearing  to  be  scheduled  by  the  Board  of  Supervi- 
sors. 

After  further  discussion,  Commissioner  Kearney  stated  that  he  would  be 
willing  to  accept  the  Director's  recommendation  that  this  matter  be  considered  at 
the  present  meeting  as  scheduled. 

The  Director  presented  his  report  to  the  Commission  in  the  form  of  a 
memorandum  dated  August  15,  1968.   This  memorandum,  which  is  available  in  the  files 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  reviewed  the  four  conditions  contained  in 
Resolution  No.  5990  by  which  the  City  Planning  Commission  originally  found  the  pro- 
posed garage  to  be  conditionally  approved  as  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan, 
reviewed  changes  which  had  taken  place  in  the  parking  demand  picture  of  the  subject 
neighborhood  since  1966,  and  summarized  the  factors  bearing  upon  the  garage's  con- 
formance or  nonconformance  with  the  Master  Plan.  Based  on  his  analysis  of  these 
factors,  the  Director  recommended  that  the  parking  garage  proposed  to  be  constructed 
under  Washington  Square  would  not  be  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  Since,  as  the  project  now  stands,  the  proposed  Washington 
Square  Garage  does  not  appear  to  have  been  modified  to  meet 
the  conditions  set  forth  in  Resolution  No.  5990;  and 

2.  In  the  light  of  changed  circumstances  since  May  of  1966,  and 
in  the  absence  of  a  conclusive  determination  of  need;  and 

3.  In  view  of  facilities  now  being  provided  by  the  North  Beach 
(Vallejo  Street)  Garage,  and  in  view  of  the  projected  loca- 
tion of  dominant  future  needs  for  parking  close  to  Broadway 
rather  than  in  the  vicinity  of  Washington  Square. 

In  conclusion,  he  submitted  a  draft  resolution  setting  forth  this  recom- 
mendation for  the  Commission's  consideration. 

At  the  Commission's  request,  the  Secretary  read  the  text  of  the  draft 
resolution. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution  be 
adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6254. 
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At  2:55  P.M.  Vice  President  Porter  announced  a  five  minute  recess.  The 
Commission  reconvened  at  3:05  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  hearing  of  the  remainder  of 
the  agenda. 

CU68.20   The  eastern  275  feet  of  the  block  bounded  by  Francisco,  Jones,  Chestnut 
and  Leavenworth  Streets. 

Request  for  modification  of  conditions  authorizing  expansion  of  the  San 
Francisco  Art  Institute. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  the  Art  Institute  had  requested  that 
hearing  of  this  matter  be  postponed;  the  principal  spokesman  for  the  opponents, 
however,  had  indicated  that  he  was  scheduled  to  be  out  of  town  at  the  end  of  the 
month  and  therefore  hoped  that  the  matter  could  be  heard  as  scheduled.   Conse- 
quently, the  Commission  had  decided  to  proceed  with  the  hearing  as  scheduled.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the  matter  would  be  taken  under  advisement  until 
the  Commission's  next  meeting  on  August  22nd. 

Chauncey  McKeever,  representing  the  San  Francisco  Art  Institute,  asked 
if  the  Commission  had  received  letters  from  John  Merrill  and  Paffard  Keatinge-Clay 
stating  that  they  would  not  be  able  to  be  present  at  today's  hearing.  Vice 
President  Porter  replied  in  the  affirmative  and  asked  if  those  individuals  would 
be  able  to  attend  the  Commission's  meeting  next  week.  Mr.  McKeever  replied  that 
Mr.  Clay,  architect  for  the  applicants,  would  probably  be  able  to  be  present  at 
the  Commission's  next  hearing. 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  stated  that  the 
conditional  use  authorized  by  the  Commission  for  the  Art  Institute  in  1966  did  not 
include  certain  features  which  were  now  considered  by  the  Art  Institute  to  be 
necessary  and  desirable;  therefore,  a  new  conditional  use  application  had  been 
filed  by  the  Art  Institute  requesting  that  the  conditional  use  authorization  pre- 
viously granted  by  the  Commission  be  expanded  to  include  the  new  features.   The 
new  features  specified  in  the  present  application  would  include  expansion  of  admin- 
istrative office  space,  provision  of  another  lecture  hall,  and  addition  of  a 
mezzanine  to  the  dining  area  which  had  previously  been  approved  by  the  Commission. 
The  roof  of  the  dining  area,  as  presently  proposed,  would  slope  from  16  feet  to 
29  feet  to  provide  extra  accommodations  at  the  mezzanine  level.   In  conclusion,  Mr. 
Steele  stated  that  the  Art  Institute  property  is  zoned  R-3  and  subject  to  a  40  foot 
height  limit. 

Mr.  McKeever  remarked  that  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  Art  Institute 
had  been  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  March,  1966,  and  again  in 
December,  1966,  when  final  plans  for  the  project  were  approved.  He  displayed 
plans  for  the  expansion  project  and  pointed  out  features  which  had  previously  been 
approved  by  the  Commission  as  well  as  features  which  were  now  before  the  Commission 
for  consideration.   He  noted  that  the  plans  contained  a  red  line  which  had  been 
drawn  to  show  the  40  foot  height  limit  on  the  property  as  measured  from  Chestnut 
Street;  and  he  remarked  that  even  the  revised  roof  configuration  of  the  dining  area 
would  be  11  feet  beneath  the  line  of  the  40  foot  height  limit. 
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Commissioner  Porter  adivsed  Mr.  McKeever  that  the  Commission,  in  con- 
sidering conditional  use  applications,  may  set  height  limits  lower  than  40  feet 
if  such  limitations  are  deemed  necessary  for  protection  of  the  neighborhood.   If 
the  property  were  to  be  developed  residentially  under  the  R-3  provisions  of  the 
zoning  ordinance,  the  Commission  would  have  no  power  to  set  requirements  lower 
than  the  existing  40  foot  height  limit;  however,  since  the  applicants  were 
requesting  authorization  for  a  nonresidential  use  in  a  residential  neighborhood, 
the  Commission  would  bear  responsibility  for  establishing  any  conditions  deemed 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  essentially  residential  character  of  the  area. 

Mr.  McKeever  replied  that  the  Commission  had  previously  approved  a  smoke 
stack  which  would  rise  to  exactly  the  same  height  as  the  proposed  roof  of  the 
dining  area.   Furthermore,  before  the  present  construction  project  was  initiated, 
the  site  was  occupied  by  a  stand  of  poplar  trees  which  blocked  views  from  the  west 
as  effectively  as  any  building  would.   Mr.  McKeever  distributed  photographs  of 
the  project  which  had  been  taken  from  various  aspects;  and  he  advised  the  Commis- 
sion that  the  Art  Institute  had  entered  an  agreement  with  their  contractors 
whereby  substantial  penalties  would  have  to  be  paid  if  the  new  facilities  are  not 
ready  to  be  opened  in  January.   He  advised  the  Commission  that  the  Art  Institute 
had  already  been  forced  to  stop  work  on  the  project  twice  by  order  of  the  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection.   The  first  order  was  issued  on  July  11,  1968,  and  required 
that  a  licensed  surveyor  be  hired  to  verify  the  height  of  the  building.  After  a 
surveyor  had  certified  that  the  elevation  of  the  northwest  corner  of  the  cafeteria 
building  was  124.82  feet,  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  authorized  resumption 
of  the  construction  project.   Subsequently,  on  June  27,  an  order  was  issued  by  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  stopping  work  on  the  cafeteria  building  because  plans 
for  that  building  had  not  been  approved  with  the  original  plans  for  the  project. 
As  a  result,  the  subject  conditional  use  application  had  had  to  be  filed. 

Mr.  McKeever  stated  that  work  had  continued  on  the  remainder  of  the 
project;  and  he  felt  that  the  Art  Institute  had  proceeded  in  good  faith  and  had 
not  exceeded  the  authorization  granted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.   In  any 
case,  he  felt  that  the  Commission  should  be  aware  that  some  of  the  most  vociferous 
opponents  to  the  project  had  purchased  property  in  the  subject  neighborhood  as 
late  as  February,  1968. 

Vice  President  Porter  pointed  out  that  none  of  the  features  of  the  project 
approved  by  the  Commission  in  1966  were  being  disputed  at  the  present  time.   The 
matter  now  before  the  Commission  concerned  only  those  elements  of  the  project  which 
were  being  requested  in  addition  to  those  previously  granted. 

Myron  Tatarian,  Director  of  Public  Works,  asked  that  Alfred  Goldberg, 
Superintendent  of  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  be  permitted  to  explain  the 
nature  of  the  violations  for  which  the  Art  Institute  had  been  cited. 

Vice  President  Porter  noted  the  presence  of  a  recording  machine  in  the 
meeting  room  and  advised  its  owner  that  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  to  grant  permission  for  use  of  such  devices  subject  to  the  agreement  of 
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the  owner  that  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  the  hearing  be  made  available  for  the 
Commission's  files.   Mr.  McKeever  stated  that  he  had  brought  both  a  recording 
machine  and  a  stenographer  to  the  meeting;  and  he  agreed  to  provide  the  Commission 
with  a  copy  of  the  transcript  which  would  result. 

Continuing  his  presentation,  Mr.  McKeever  reiterated  the  fact  that  the 
Art  Institute  would  be  required  to  pay  heavy  financial  penalties  in  case  the  project 
is  not  completed  in  January.   He  stated  that  it  had  been  originally  hoped  that  new 
classes  would  be  able  to  be  started  in  September;  however,  the  best  that  could  be 
hoped  for  now  was  that  the  January  deadline  could  be  met.   If  the  Commission  were 
to  approve  the  subject  conditional  use  application,  the  problem  would  be  resolved; 
and,  therefore,  he  was  present  to  urge  approval  of  the  application.   In  any  event, 
the  height  of  the  parapet  wall  would  be  only  1  foot  10  inches  higher  than  origi- 
nally proposed;  and  he  did  not  see  how  this  slight  increase  could  seriously  disturb 
adjacent  property  owners  particularly  since  their  views  had  been  blocked  by  poplar 
trees  in  the  past. 

The  Director  noted  that  the  subject  conditional  use  application  had  had 
to  be  filed  because  the  Art  Institute  had  previously  failed  to  file  plans  covering 
all  aspects  of  the  proposed  project;  and  he  noted  that  it  was  the  applicants  and 
not  the  opponents  who  had  requested  that  the  public  hearing  on  the  subject  condi- 
tional use  application  be  delayed. 

Mr.  Goldberg  stated  that  the  plans  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection  for  the  Art  Institute  expansion  project  had  included  a  page 
showing  the  cafeteria  building  mezzanine;  however,  a  large  X  had  been  drawn  through 
this  page  and  had  been  marked  with  the  letters  NIC  meaning  "Not  in  Contract".   Such 
deletions  are  ordinarily  removed  completely  from  a  set  of  plans;  however,  that 
procedure  had  not  been  followed  in  this  case.   In  any  event,  no  permit  had  ever 
been  issued  for  the  cafeteria  projection;  and,  thus,  an  order  had  been  issued 
requiring  that  work  on  that  portion  of  the  project  be  stopped.   In  conclusion,  Mr. 
Goldberg  stated  that  the  order  of  work  stoppage  would  not  affect  other  aspects  of 
the  project. 

Mr.  McKeever  asked  if  the  smoke  stacks  shown  on  the  plans  had  been  approved. 
Mr.  Goldberg  replied  that  he  believed  that  the  smoke  stacks  had  been  approved. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  she  were  correct  in  understanding  that  the 
Art  Institute  project  was  not  being  delayed  in  any  way  because  of  the  action  taken 
by  the  Commission  in  1966.   The  Director  replied  in  the  affirmative  and  indicated 
that  the  issue  of  the  legality  of  certain  features  of  the  project  which  have  already 
been  constructed  would  have  to  be  resolved  through  discussions  between  the  appli- 
cants and  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Vice  President  Porter  then  asked  Mr.  McKeever  to  direct  his  remarks 
specifically  to  the  new  application  which  was  presently  being  considered  by  the 
Commission. 
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Mr.  McKeever  stated  that  the  principal  purpose  of  the  new  application 
was  to  allow  construction  of  a  mezzanine  above  the  cafeteria  to  provide  more 
seating  space.   He  believed  that  the  cafeteria  would  become  a  meeting  place  for 
students;  and,  for  this  reason,  he  felt  it  important  that  adequate  room  should 
be  provided  in  the  facility.   Since  the  architect  for  the  Art  Institute  had  not 
been  able  to  be  present  at  this  meeting,  he  felt  that  it  would  be  difficult  to 
describe  the  plan  additions  in  any  greater  detail. 

Mr.  Steele,  referring  to  the  set  of  plans  posted  on  the  wall,  described 
the  additions  to  the  project  which  were  now  being  proposed  by  the  Art  Institute. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  the  additions  being  proposed  were  required 
because  of  an  anticipated  increase  in  the  Art  Institute's  enrollment.  Mr.  McKeever 
replied  in  the  negative,  indicating  that  the  enrollment  of  the  Art  Institute  was 
fixed  at  the  time  of  the  previous  Commission  action.   He  believed  that  the  expan- 
sion of  the  cafeteria  had  been  required  to  accommodate  certain  kitchen  equipment 
adequately. 

John  Ertola,  owner  of  an  abutting  parcel  of  property,  advised  the  Commis- 
sion that  he  had  received  an  opinion  from  the  City  Attorney  authorizing  him  to 
appear  before  the  Commission  in  his  own  behalf  even  though  a  section  of  the  Charter 
prohibits  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  from  appearing  before  other  boards 
and  commissions.   He  stated  that  he  opposed  the  additions  to  the  San  Francisco  Art 
Institute  which  were  presently  being  requested  by  the  applicants.   He  indicated 
that  he  had  grown  up  in  the  subject  neighborhood  and  that  he  had  held  a  great  af- 
fection for  the  Art  Institute;  and  it  was  for  this  reason  that  he  had  not  raised 
an  objection  to  the  expansion  project  which  was  proposed  two  years  ago.   He  felt 
that  the  height  and  bulk  of  the  buildings  now  being  constructed  were  destroying  the 
residential  character  of  the  subject  neighborhood;  and,  in  his  opinion,  it  would 
not  be  proper  to  allow  further  expansion.  When  notices  were  sent  of  the  proposed 
expansion  project  in  1966,  they  indicated  that  the  height  of  the  proposed  buildings 
would  be  30  feet  on  the  uphill  side  and  60  feet  on  the  downhill  side.   If  the  site 
had  been  developed  with  residential  buildings  under  the  40  foot  height  limit,  those 
buildings  would  undoubtedly  have  been  "stepped  down:l  instead  of  being  built  with 
the  bulk  requested  by  the  Art  Institute.   At  that  time,  he  had  not  owned  property 
in  the  neighborhood.   However,  property  in  the  area  had  been  owned  by  his  mother; 
and,  for  that  reason,  he  had  asked  an  architect  living  in  the  area  to  review  the 
plans  in  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  At  that  time,  the  archi- 
tect had  reported  that  the  mezzanine  area  of  the  cafeteria  had  been  deleted  from 
the  plan;  and,  although  his  mother  and  other  property  owners  in  the  area  had  been 
disappointed  with  the  plans,  they  had  decided  not  to  oppose  the  application.   They 
had,  however,  relied  on  the  Art  Institute  to  conform  with  the  plans  which  had  been 
approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  at  that  time.   Subsequently,  when  the 
structure  appeared  to  be  reaching  gargantuan  proportions,  they  had  asked  that  the 
circumstances  be  investigated;  and,  as  a  result,  an  order  of  work  stoppage  had  been 
issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.   In  spite  of  that  order,  however,  work 
on  the  project  had  not  ceased.   He  felt  that  it  does  not  make  sense  to  break  the 
law  and  then  to  plead  for  mercy  because  the  law  has  been  broken;  and,  therefore,  he 
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urged  that  the  present  conditional  use  application  be  disapproved.   In  conclusion, 
Mr.  Ertola  remarked  that  the  poplar  trees  which  had  existed  on  the  site  before  the 
project  was  initiated  were  deciduous  allowing  for  enjoyment  of  use  from  abutting 
properties  in  the  winter  time;  and,  in  any  case,  the  trees  had  had  a  delightful 
quality  not  to  be  found  in  the  buildings  that  are  now  under  construction. 

Walter  Sontheimer,  architect  and  resident  of  the  subject  neighborhood, 
displayed  a  photograph  which  he  had  taken  of  the  Art  Institute  property  from  the 
west  and  pointed  out  various  features  now  under  construction  which  had  not  been 
previously  approved  by  the  Commission.   He  also  remarked  that  the  smoke  stack 
which  had  been  mentioned  by  Mr.  McKeever  is  one  of  substantial  size  with  a  width 
of  14  feet  and  a  thickness  of  4  feet;  and  he  advised  the  Commission  that  this 
smoke  stack  had  not  appeared  on  the  original  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to 
the  Commission  in  March,  1S66. 

In  response  to  a  question  raised  by  Vice  President  Porter,  Mr.  Steele 
replied  that  final  plans  for  the  project  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Commission 
in  December,  1966,  had  included  the  smoke  stack.   Mr.  Goldberg  confirmed  that  the 
smoke  stack  had  been  approved. 

Vice  President  Porter  then  advised  Mr.  Sontheimer  that  the  Commission 
would  have  no  authority  to  do  anything  about  the  smoke  stack  at  the  present  time. 

Mr,  Sontheimer  believed  that  the  Art  Institute  had  once  proposed  the 
lowering  of  the  smoke  stack.  Mr.  McKeever  replied  that  the  smoke  stack  had  been 
redrawn  to  its  original  height. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  displayed  another  photograph  of  the  Art  Institute  property 
viewed  from  Francisco  Street  and  pointed  out  the  differences  between  the  flat 
cafeteria  roof  originally  proposed  and  the  sloping  roof  presently  being  requested. 
In  conclusion,  he  again  questioned  whether  the  smoke  stack  had  actually  been 
approved  previously  by  the  Commission. 

Vice  President  Porter  recalled  that  the  principal  subject  of  discussion 
in  1966  had  been  concerned  with  parking;  and  she  did  not  recall  that  the  Commission 
had  addressed  itself  specifically  to  the  issue  of  the  smoke  stack.   She  asked  Mr. 
Goldberg  to  comment  on  whether  the  smoke  stack  is  legal  and  whether  the  smoke  stack 
could  be  lowered  without  changing  its  effectiveness. 

Mr.  Goldberg  replied  that  a  legal  permit  had  been  issued  for  the  smoke 
stack;  however,  he  did  not  have  the  technical  knowledge  to  judge  whether  the  smoke 
stack  would  work  as  effectively  if  it  were  to  be  lowered. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  Mr.  McKeever  if  the  Art  Institute  would  be 
willing  to  lower  the  smoke  stack  to  accommodate  residents  of  the  neighborhood  if 
such  a  modification  would  not  severely  limit  the  effectiveness  of  the  smoke  stack. 
Mr.  McKeever  replied  that  both  the  original  plans  and  the  original  model  of  the 
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proposed  project  had  reflected  the  smoke  stack;  and  he  pointed  out  that  the 
mezzanine  extension  which  was  presently  being  proposed  for  the  cafeteria  would 
attain  the  same  height  of  the  smoke  stack.   Under  the  circumstances,  he  assumed 
that  any  decision  on  the  part  of  the  Art  Institute  to  lower  the  smoke  stack  would 
probably  result  in  disapproval  of  the  present  conditional  use  application  by  the 
Commission.   In  any  case,  not  being  an  architect,  he  could  not  make  a  commitment 
with  regard  to  the  lowering  of  the  smoke  stack. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  noted  that  the  Art  Institute,  at  the  request  of  the  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection,  had  hired  a  surveyor  to  verify  the  height  of  the  parapet 
wall;  and,  although  a  report  had  been  returned  stating  that  the  height  of  the  wall 
does  not  exceed  the  height  indicated  on  the  approved  plans  for  the  project,  he 
felt  that  the  Commission  should  be  aware  that  the  wall  is  presently  1  foot  9  inches 
higher  than  shown  on  the  preliminary  plans  which  were  first  presented  to  the  Com- 
mission in  March,  1966. 

Mrs.  Vivian  Walter,  2504  Leavenworth  Street,  stated  that  the  expansion 
project  has  not  affected  views  from  her  property;  however,  the  nature  of  the  proj- 
ect had  upset  her  faith  in  the  Art  Institute.   She  noted  that  the  Art  Institute 
had  wished  to  have  its  property  zoned  R-5  when  the  new  zoning  ordinance  was  adopted 
in  1960;  however,  both  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
had  refused  that  request  and  had  placed  the  property  in  an  R-3  zoning  district. 
Under  the  circumstances,  she  felt  that  the  Art  Institute  should  not  be  allowed  to 
exceed  the  height  and  bulk  which  was  previously  deemed  proper  by  the  Commission; 
and,  of  all  institutions,  she  felt  that  an  art  institute  should  be  the  last  one  to 
want  to  violate  laws  or  to  make  the  city  less  beautiful.  Mrs.  Walter  noted  that 
the  City  Planning  Commission  had  previously  taken  a  firm  stand  in  opposition  to 
requests  for  slight  variances  from  established  height  limits;  and,  in  all  cases, 
the  property  owners  involved  had  still  been  able  to  construct  economically  viable 
buildings.   Therefore,  she  urged  the  Commission  to  stand  firm  in  the  present 
instance  also.   In  conclusion,  Mrs.  Walter  commented  on  the  seriousness  of  the 
parking  congestion  problem  in  the  subject  neighborhood;  and  she  believed  that  any 
further  expansion  of  the  Art  Institute  would  only  make  this  problem  worse. 

Peggy  O'Brien,  740  Francisco  Street,  invited  the  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  visit  her  home  to  witness  the  effect  which  the  Art  Institute  expansion  is 
having  on  the  subject  neighborhood. 

Albert  Meakin,  owner  of  property  on  Twin  Peaks,  remarked  that  it  seemed 
somewhat  paradoxical  that  the  one  organization  in  San  Francisco  which  is  devoted 
entirely  to  aesthetics  should  show  such  a  complete  disregard  for  environmental 
design. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  the  Commission,  while  considering  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  Art  Institute  in  1966,  had  understood  that  residents  of 
the  neighborhood  were  generally  in  sympathy  with  the  project;  and  she  noted  that 
the  only  major  issue  discussed  at  that  time  was  one  of  parking. 
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Mr.  Ertola  stated  that  he  had  not  taken  an  active  interest  in  the  project 
at  that  time  since  he  had  assumed  that  the  project  would  not  be  any  worse  than 
it  had  been  shown  on  the  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Robert  Katz,  representing  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  remarked  that 
the  40  foot  height  limit  is  in  essence  somewhat  misleading  because  of  the  technical 
way  in  which  it  is  measured;  and,  thus,  while  a  building  may  be  within  the  40  foot 
height  limit  on  one  side,  it  may  exceed  the  limit  on  the  other  side.   In  any  case, 
even  if  the  Commission  had  made  a  mistake  in  approving  the  smoke  stack  in  1966, 
he  felt  that  that  error  should  not  be  compounded  by  approving  the  cafeteria  exten- 
sion at  the  present  time. 

At  4:15  P.M.  Vice  President  Porter  announced  a  5  minute  recess.  The  Com- 
mission reconvened  at  4:20  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  the  hearing. 

Vice  President  Porter,  clarifying  the  matters  which  were  presently  before 
the  Commission,  stated  that  the  new  conditional  use  application  filed  by  the  Art 
Institute  had  requested  legalization  of  the  illegal  addition  to  the  cafeteria, 
authorization  of  construction  of  a  90  seat  lecture  hall  with  administrative  offices, 
and  construction  of  a  covering  for  the  gallery.   In  accordance  with  a  decision 
announced  at  the  beginning  of  the  hearing,  the  Commission  intended  to  take  the 
application  under  advisement  until  its  next  meeting  on  August  22;  however,  during 
the  interim,  she  felt  that  it  would  be  helpful  if  Mr.  McKeever  were  willing  to 
meet  with  Mr.  Ertola  and  other  property  owners  in  the  subject  neighborhood  to  dis- 
cuss the  possibility  of  making  certain  changes  in  the  building  plans  to  render  the 
building  more  acceptable  to  residents  of  the  neighborhood. 

Both  Mr.  Ertola  and  Mr.  McKeever  indicated  that  they  would  be  willing  to 
act  on  Vice  President  Porter's  suggestion. 

Mr.  Ertola  asked  if  he  were  correct  in  understanding  that  work  on  the 
project  would  be  stopped  pending  action  by  the  Commission.  Mr.  Goldberg  replied 
that  the  stop  order  affected  only  the  expansion  of  the  cafeteria;  as  far  as  he 
knew,  the  parapet  extension  had  been  shown  on  the  approved  plans. 

Mrs.  Walter  felt  that  it  would  be  better  if  all  work  were  to  be  stopped 
on  the  project  until  final  action  has  been  taken  by  the  Commission. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  the  Commission  would  have  no  authority 
to  require  work  stoppage  on  any  aspects  of  the  project  indicated  on  approved  plans; 
such  a  decision  could  be  made  only  by  the  Art  Institute. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Elliott,  and  carried  unanimously  that  this  matter  be  taken  under 
advisement  until  the  meeting  of  August  22,  1968,  at  3:00  P.M. 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  4:35  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  August  22,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
August  22,  1968,  at  1:00  P.M.  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott, 

Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr.,  James  S.  Kearney,  Walter  S.  Newman, 
and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan  B. 
Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation; 
Ralph  Mead,  Planner  IV-Zoning;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Ron  Moskowitz 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle. 

1:00  P.M.  -  Field  Trip 

Members  of  the  Commission  and  staff  departed  from  100  Larkin  Street  at 
1:00  P.M.  to  take  a  field  trip  to  view  the  area  of  the  San  Francisco  Art  Institute. 

2:15  P.M.  -  100  Larkin  Street 

The  Director  reported  that  the  Planning  and  Development  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  had  met  on  Tuesday  to  consider  the  proposed  amendment  of  the 
Downtown  Zoning  Ordinance.   Only  two  members  of  the  Committee  were  present;  and 
while  one  member  favored  the  amendment,  the  other  opposed  it.   Therefore,  the  matter 
will  go  before  the  full  Board  of  Supervisors  on  Tuesday,  September  3,  without  a 
recommendation. 

The  Director  informed  the  Commission  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  is  presently  involved  in  setting  up  the  mechanisms  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  Urban  Design  Study  which  will  be  financed  with  Federal  Funds;  and 
he  indicated  that  he  would  want  to  meet  with  the  Urban  Design  Committee  of  the  Com- 
mission (Newman,  Brinton,  Elliott)  in  the  near  future  to  discuss  the  study. 

The  Director  stated  that  he  expected  to  be  able  to  present  to  the  Commis- 
sion within  the  next  few  weeks  the  annual  report  on  the  Department's  activities 
during  the  last  fiscal  year  and  a  revised  work  program  for  the  remainder  of  the 
current  fiscal  year. 
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In  response  to  a  question  raised  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker ,  the 
Director  indicated  that  he  would  prepare  a  follow-up  report  on  the  present  status 
of  the  alternate  policies  recommended  by  the  Commission  to  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  for  upgrading  of  the  Municipal  Railway. 

Following  further  discussion  of  related  items,  the  Director  stated  that 
he  would  prepare  policy  recommendations  for  consideration  by  the  Commission  on 
alternate  proposals  for  providing  rapid  transit  facilities  for  the  City  to  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

Vice  President  Porter  announced  a  ten  minute  recess.   The  Commission 
reconvened  at  3:00  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  hearing  of  the  remainder  of  the  calendar. 

CU68.20   The  eastern  275  feet  of  the  block  bounded  by  Francisco,  Jones,  Chestnut 
and  Leavenworth  Streets. 

Request  for  modification  of  conditions  authorizing  expansion  of  the  San 
Francisco  Art  Institute.   (Under  advisement  from  meeting  of  August  15, 
1968). 

Chauncey  McKeever,  representing  the  applicants,  asked  for  permission  to 
transcribe  the  proceedings  on  a  tape  recorder.   At  the  same  time,  he  indicated  that 
he  would  not  be  able  to  provide  a  transcript  of  the  Commission's  meeting  of  August 
15  since  the  tape  made  at  that  time  had  been  badly  blurred. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  Mr.  McKeever' s  request  would  be  approved 
if  he  were  willing  to  provide  a  transcript  of  the  present  hearing  for  the  Commis- 
sion's files.   Mr.  McKeever  agreed  to  this  condition. 

Mr.  McKeever  noted  that  neither  John  0.  Merrill,  Chairman  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Art  Institute,  nor  Paffard  Keatinge-Clay ,  architect  for  the  Art 
Institute,  had  been  able  to  be  present  during  the  Commission's  first  hearing  on 
August  15.   Mr.  Clay  would  be  prepared  to  make  a  presentation  at  today's  meeting; 
however,  Mr.  Merrill  had  been  subpoenaed  to  testify  in  a  civil  matter  and  probably 
would  not  be  able  to  attend  the  Commission's  hearing. 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  stated  that  he  was 
prepared  to  respond  to  two  questions  which  had  been  raised  by  members  of  the  Com- 
mission during  the  meeting  of  August  15.   The  first  question  had  concerned  the 
number  of  dwelling  units  which  would  be  allowed  on  the  site  if  the  property  were 
to  be  developed  under  the  R-3  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code;  and  the  answer 
to  that  question  was  95  units.   The  second  question  which  had  been  asked  related 
to  the  total  amount  of  floor  space  presently  being  requested  in  addition  to  that 

which  had  previously  been  approved  by  the  Commission;  and  he  had  calculated 
that  the  present  application  involved  approximately  7,064  square  feet  of  floor  area 
in  addition  to  that  previously  approved  by  the  Commission.   The  breakdown  offered 
of  this  figure  was  as  follows:   Offices,  1,274  square  feet;  Lecture  Hall,  1,674 
square  feet;  Gallery  Expansion,  1,784  square  feet;  Covered  Walkway,  1,372  square 
feet;  Cafeteria,  1,960  square  feet;  and  Cafeteria  Mezzanine,  784  square  feet. 
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Vice  President  Porter  asked  for  an  indication  of  the  amount  of  floor 
space  which  had  been  authorized  by  the  Commission  in  1966.   Mr.  Steele  replied 
that  he  did  not  have  those  figures  at  hand;  however,  he  believed  that  the  gallery 
was  being  expanded  by  approximately  50  per  cent. 

Vice  President  Porter  then  directed  the  same  question  to  Mr.  Clay.   Mr. 
Clay  replied  that  he  could  not  give  an  exact  reply  to  the  question,  either;  however, 
he  advised  the  Commission  that  the  entire  project  as  presently  proposed  would  con- 
tain approximately  the  same  floor  area  as  the  plan  previously  approved  by  the 
Commission  but  with  a  different  configuration. 

Commissioner  Newman  asked  if  the  square  footage  as  cited  by  Mr.  Steele 
had  been  shown  on  the  original  plans  on  pages  which  had  been  crossed  out  or  marked 
"NIC".   Mr.  Steele  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Clay  displayed  a  photograph  of  a  model  of  the  proposed  project  which 
had  been  constructed  between  the  months  of  March  and  December,  1966.   He  noted 
that  the  lecture  hall,  the  cafeteria,  the  gallery,  and  a  smaller  lecture  hall  had 
been  depicted  on  the  model;  and  he  indicated  that  these  features  had  been  shown 
as  alternates  on  the  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to  the  Commission  in  December, 
1966. 

Mr.  Clay  recalled  that  he  had  made  a  presentation  to  the  Commission  in 
March,  1966,  based  on  preliminary  drawings  which  had  been  prepared  for  the  project. 
At  that  time,  the  requirements  of  the  Art  Institute  had  been  established;  however, 
as  the  result  of  the  discussion  before  the  Commission,  the  plans  had  had  to  be 
altered  to  provide  a  setback  along  Francisco  Street  and  to  improve  the  landscaping 
proposals.   At  that  time,  various  guidelines  were  set  for  the  project  including  a 
requirement  that  no  part  of  the  project  should  project  above  a  40  foot  height  limit 
which  would  be  measured  from  Chestnut  Street.   The  conditional  use  authorization 
then  requested  was  granted  subject  to  certain  conditions  including  one  condition 
which  stated  that  final  plans  for  the  project  should  be  reviewed  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  before  any  application  was  filed  for  a  building  permit. 

After  receiving  that  authorization,  he  had  proceeded  with  preparation  of 
detailed  plans  for  the  project;  and  those  plans  had  been  brought  before  the  Com- 
mission for  review  in  December,  1966.   Those  plans  had  included  all  of  the  alternate 
proposals;  and,  at  the  time  that  the  plans  were  considered  by  the  Commission,  none 
of  the  alternates  had  been  crossed  out  or  marked  "NIC".   Thus,  the  proposals  pres- 
ently before  the  Commission  had  actually  been  approved  already  by  the  Commission  in 
December,  1966;  and,  at  that  time,  the  only  matter  of  seeming  concern  to  the  Com- 
mission was  that  of  parking. 

Following  the  Commission's  approval  of  the  final  plans  for  the  project, 
negotiations  had  taken  place  between  the  Art  Institute  and  its  contractor  which 
had  resulted  in  the  deletion  of  certain  portions  of  the  project  from  their  contract. 
The  plans  accompanying  the  permit  application  had  been  changed  accordingly;  however, 
even  the  pages  which  were  crossed  out  or  marked  "NIC"  had  been  returned  with  a 
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stamp  of  approval.   Therefore,  when  the  Art  Institute  had  decided  to  amend  the 
contract  with  their  building  contractor  again  to  include  the  alternate  projects, 
the  plans  had  not  been  resubmitted  to  City  Hall.   Later,  when  complaints  were 
registered  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  about  certain  aspects  of  the 
buildings  under  construction,  the  building  inspector  who  visited  the  site  had 
indicated  that  he  doubted  that  the  pages  marked  with  the  letters  "NIC"  had  actu- 
ally been  approved  by  the  city;  and,  consequently,  he  had  decided  to  resolve  the 
matter  by  submitting  the  new  conditional  use  application  which  was  presently 
before  the  Commission  for  consideration. 

Mr.  Clay  stated  that  he  had  not  been  reticent  about  bringing  the  new 
application  before  the  Commission  since  the  Commission  had  already  approved  the 
additions  once  in  December,  1966,  when  they  were  shown  as  alternates  on  the  final 
plans.   He  was  aware  that  residents  of  the  subject  neighborhood  were  opposed  to 
the  application  because  of  the  height  of  the  proposed  additions;  however,  he  pointed 
out  that  nothing  can  be  built  on  a  hillside  property  which  will  not  be  seen  by 
someone.   He  emphasized  that  all  features  of  the  project  as  proposed  would  be  within 
the  40  foot  height  limit;  and,  therefore,  he  asked  that  the  new  application  pres- 
ently before  the  Commission  be  approved.   In  conclusion  Mr.  Clay  asked,  for  purposes 
of  clarification,  if  the  Commission  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  gallery  structure 
presently  being  proposed  had  already  been  approved. 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  stated  that  he  had  discussed  the 
subject  application  with  Mr.  Passmore,  the  staff  member  most  directly  involved  with 
the  Art  Institute's  application  in  1966;  and  he  had  been  advised  that  none  of  the 
alternates  now  being  requested  had  been  considered  by  the  Commission  at  that  time. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  she  had  not  recalled  any  previous  dis- 
cussion of  the  additions  now  being  proposed;  and  this  had  disturbed  her  since  she 
usually  has  a  good  memory  where  such  matters  are  concerned.   She  stated  that  the 
only  recollection  that  she  had  of  the  previous  hearings  was  that  a  great  deal  of 
discussion  was  devoted  to  the  subjects  of  density  and  parking. 

Mr.  Steele  referred  to  plans  which  were  posted  on  the  wall  to  describe 
the  elements  of  the  project  which  were  now  being  considered  by  the  Commission  for 
the  first  time.   These  elements  included  a  new  administrative  office  and  lecture 
hall  building,  an  extension  of  the  gallery,  a  covered  walkway,  and  a  cafeteria.   In 
response  to  a  question  raised  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker ,  he  differentiated  the 
proposed  gallery  extension  from  the  gallery  previously  approved  by  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Clay  believed  that  the  present  application  involved  only  the  mezzanine 
of  the  cafeteria  and  not  the  cafeteria  as  a  whole.  Mr.  Steele  replied  that  the 
entire  cafeteria  building  had  been  shown  as  an  alternate  on  the  plans  which  had  been 
reviewed  by  the  Commission  in  1966. 

Mr.  Clay  stated  that  he  wished  to  take  the  position  that  the  first  story 
of  the  cafeteria  had  been  approved  by  the  Commission  in  March,  1966.   Therefore, 
while  the  present  application  would  involve  the  various  additions  cited  by  Mr. 
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Steele,  including  the  cafeteria  mezzanine,  it  would  not  involve  the  main  cafeteria 
building  itself. 

Mr.  McKeever  remarked  that  necessary  approvals  for  the  project  were 
obtained  in  1966;  yet,  no  opposition  had  been  raised  by  residents  of  the  neighbor- 
hood until  1968.   Because  of  the  opposition  which  had  been  voiced  by  adjacent 
property  owners,  the  Art  Institute  had  been  forced  to  file  a  new  conditional  use 
application  in  order  to  resolve  the  legality  of  certain  features  of  the  project 
which  had  been  disputed;  however,  if  the  first  floor  of  the  cafeteria  were  in  dis- 
pute, and  if  it  had  not  been  included  in  the  subject  application,  he  felt  that 
this  reflected  the  lack  of  cooperation  which  the  Art  Institute  had  received  from 
the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  any 
control  over  the  content  of  conditional  use  applications.   Mr.  Steele  replied  that 
the  staff  may  add  to  a  conditional  use  application  when  it  is  incomplete;  and  he 
indicated  that  this  had  been  done  in  the  present  instance.   He  emphasized  that  the 
entire  cafeteria  was  presently  before  the  Commission  for  its  consideration.   In 
order  to  clarify  the  background  of  the  cafeteria  building,  he  stated  that  the  Com- 
mission, in  March,  1966,  had  approved  a  flat,  one-story  cafeteria  building  for  the 
Art  Institute;  however,  on  the  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to  the  Commission  in 
December,  1966,  the  entire  cafeteria  building  was  shown  as  an  alternate.   Conse- 
quently, it  had  not  been  approved  by  the  Commission  at  that  time. 

John  Yates,  Director  of  the  San  Francisco  Art  Institute,  stated  that  he 
had  been  associated  with  the  Institute  for  approximately  18  months.   When  he  had 
first  accepted  the  position,  the  plans  for  the  expansion  project  were  about  ready 
to  go  out  for  bid;  and  they  had  actually  been  sent  out  for  bid  in  February,  1967. 
Initially,  the  cafeteria  was  not  included  in  the  building  contract;  however,  when 
it  was  realized  that  funds  would  be  available  for  that  facility,  it  had  been 
included  in  the  contract.   He  and  others  of  the  Art  Institute  had  believed  that 
they  held  a  valid  permit  for  construction  of  the  cafeteria  since  the  notation  "NIC" 
had  referred  only  to  a  contractual  agreement  between  the  Institute  and  its  building 
contractor.   Furthermore,  the  letters  "NIC"  had  appeared  only  on  architectural  plans 
and  not  on  electrical  plans,  etc.  which  had  definitely  been  approved  by  the  city. 
In  conclusion,  Mr.  Yates  stated  that  he  was  most  concerned  about  the  Art  Institute's 
relationship  with  its  neighbors;  and  he  advised  the  Commission  that  only  one  resi- 
dent of  the  neighborhood,  now  deceased,  had  ever  come  to  his  office  to  discuss  the 
project.   Under  the  circumstances,  he  did  not  understand  why  such  strong  opposition 
to  the  project  was  being  voiced  at  such  a  late  date. 

The  Secretary  summarized  or  read  letters  which  had  been  received  from 
Roselyne  C.  Swig,  James  J.  Ludwig,  John  Carl  Warnecke,  and  Mason  B.  Wells  indicating 
their  support  of  the  conditional  use  application  presently  before  the  Commission. 

Fred  Martin,  Director  of  the  college,  remarked  that  the  Art  Institute  has 
a  cafeteria  at  the  present  time;  and,  consequently,  when  funds  were  a  problem,  the 
students  and  faculty  had  supported  proposals  giving  first  priority  to  buildings 
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which  would  serve  educational  purposes.   Subsequently,  however,  it  had  become 
obvious  that  the  existing  cafeteria  is  so  unpleasant  environmentally  that  no  one  is 
willing  to  use  it;  and,  since  additional  money  had  been  raised  for  the  expansion 
project,  it  had  been  decided  that  the  new  cafeteria  should  be  built.   At  that  time, 
it  was  believed  that  all  necessary  approvals  had  already  been  obtained  from  the 
city  to  permit  the  cafeteria  to  become  a  reality.   Since  this  apparently  had  been 
an  erroneous  assumption,  he  now  urged  the  Commission  to  approve  the  subject  appli- 
cation for  the  benefit  of  the  students  and  faculty  of  the  Art  Institute. 

Mrs.  Vivian  Walter,  2504  Leavenworth  Street,  asked  who  the  real  owners 
of  the  Art  Institute  property  are.   Mr.  McKeever  replied  that  the  land  is  owned  by 
the  Regents  of  the  University  of  California;  however,  the  Art  Institute  has  been 
granted  a  "dry"  or  "naked"  trust  authorizing  its  use  of  the  property  in  perpetuity 
for  art  school  purposes.   Under  the  terms  of  the  trust,  the  Regents  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  California  are  not  to  be  concerned  with  anything  except  the  actual  use  of 
the  property;  and,  therefore,  they  had  not  been  involved  in  the  present  expansion 
proposal . 

John  Ertola,  owner  of  a  parcel  of  property  which  abuts  the  site  of  the 
Art  Institute,  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  subject  application.   He  stated  that  he 
had  grown  up  with  a  great  regard  for  the  Art  Institute;  and  he  felt  that  it  was 
probably  for  that  reason  that  he  and  other  residents  of  the  neighborhood  had  not 
expressed  more  concern  about  the  expansion  plans  which  had  been  announced  by  the 
Art  Institute  in  1966.   When  notices  were  received  of  public  hearings  scheduled  by 
the  Commission  in  1966,  residents  of  the  neighborhood  were  concerned  about  the 
height  and  bulk  of  the  proposed  project  and  about  the  traffic  and  noise  which  it 
would  generate;  however,  an  architect  who  lives  in  the  neighborhood  had  reviewed 
the  plans  for  the  project  in  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
had  found  that  the  items  now  being  requested  were  not  being  requested  at  that  time. 
Therefore,  while  the  expansion  then  proposed  was  regarded  as  a  "bitter  pill"  by 
residents  of  the  area,  they  had  decided  to  rely  on  the  good  faith  of  the  art  school 
and  to  "swallow  the  pill".   Now  that  the  Art  Institute  was  once  more  before  the 
Commission  asking  for  "large  pieces  of  pie  in  the  sky",  the  neighbors  felt  that 
they  could  no  longer  remain  silent. 

Mr.  Ertola  noted  that  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
had  been  present  at  the  Commission's  meeting  last  week  to  testify  that  when  plan 
sheets  are  crossed  out  or  marked  with  the  letters  "NIC",  it  is  commonly  understood 
that  they  have,  in  fact,  been  deleted  from  the  plans.   Residents  of  the  neighbor- 
hood had  thus  assumed  that  the  more  objectionable  aspects  of  the  project  had  been 
deleted  from  the  plans.   However,  when  it  had  become  apparent  that  the  Art  Institute 
was  exceeding  the  height  authorized  by  the  city,  he  had  visited  the  school  and 
talked  with  three  of  its  students  who  felt  that  the  new  additions  were  ruining  the 
beauty  of  the  school. 

Mr.  Ertola  felt  that  the  main  issue  at  stake  was  one  of  integrity.   He 
stated  that  he  and  his  brother  had  invested  in  the  property  adjacent  to  the  Art 
Institute  in  February  with  the  understanding  that  the  size  and  scale  of  the  Art 
Institute  would  not  exceed  that  which  had  been  authorized  by  the  City  Planning 
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Commission.   Since  that  time,  various  aspects  of  the  project  had  obviously  exceeded 
the  authorization  granted  by  the  Commission;  and  even  the  smoke  stack  outside  of 
the  cafeteria  had  grown  from  a  relatively  small  structure  to  one  with  a  width  of 
14  feet.   In  conclusion,  he  stated  that  he  hoped  that  the  action  taken  by  the  Com- 
mission would  limit  the  expansion  of  the  Art  Institute  to  that  which  was  shown  on 
the  original  plans  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Commission. 

Peggy  O'Brien,  740  Francisco  Street,  stated  that  she  and  other  residents 
of  the  neighborhood  had  complained  about  the  additions  being  made  to  the  Art 
Institute;  however,  Mr.  McKeever  had  advised  them  that  they  could  do  nothing  about 
the  project  so  long  as  it  adhered  to  be  40  foot  height  restriction.   Furthermore, 
even  though  she  had  later  learned  that  other  residents  of  the  neighborhood  had 
voiced  complaints,  she  had  been  told  by  Mr.  McKeever  that  no  one  else  had  expressed 
any  concern  over  the  project.   In  any  case,  since  no  notices  had  been  sent  to 
residents  of  the  neighborhood  that  the  plans  were  being  altered,  they  had  not  had 
any  formal  opportunity  to  complain. 

Walter  Sontheimer,  2446  Leavenworth  Street,  redisplayed  a  photograph 
which  had  been  exhibited  at  the  Commission  meeting  on  August  15  and  pointed  out 
how  the  proposed  additions  to  the  Art  Institute  would  affect  his  view.   Subse- 
quently, he  asked  about  the  current  heights  shown  in  the  working  drawings  for  the 
proposed  smoke  stack. 

Mr.  Clay  replied  that  the  smoke  stack  would  rise  to  an  elevation  of 
124.82  feet. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  if  the  smoke  stack  had  been  shown  at  a  lower  eleva- 
tion in  any  of  the  working  drawings  prepared  for  the  Art  Institute.   Mr.  Clay 
replied  that  the  height  of  the  smoke  stack  had  been  lowered  as  a  negotiable  item 
with  the  Art  Institute's  building  contractor;  however,  the  approved  building  permit 
held  by  the  Art  Institute  would  allow  construction  of  the  smoke  stack  to  the  124.82 
foot  elevation. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  if  any  of  the  pertinent  city  codes  would  require 
that  the  smoke  stack  be  as  high  as  the  roof  of  the  cafeteria  mezzanine.   Mr.  Clay 
replied  that  the  smoke  stack  would  be  built  to  the  elevation  which  had  been 
approved, 

Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  approved  set  of  plans  did  show  that  the  smoke 
stack  would  rise  to  the  height  indicated  by  Mr.  Clay.   However,  on  another  set  of 
plans,  the  height  of  the  smoke  stack  was  shown  to  be  dependent  upon  construction 
of  Alternate  No.  1  (the  cafeteria  mezzanine). 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  Mr.  Clay  had  made  up  his  mind  that  the 
smoke  stack  would  be  constructed  to  the  maximum  allowable  height  even  if  it  were 
determined  that  the  stack  would  be  operable  at  a  lower  height.   Mr.  Clay  replied 
in  the  affirmative  noting  that  the  approved  building  permit  had  been  based  on  the 
smoke  stack  being  built  to  its  maximum  height. 
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Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  if  the  smoke  stack  had  been  shown  on  plans  which 
were  submitted  to  the  Commission  in  March,  1966.   Mr.  Clay  replied  in  the  negative. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  then  asked  if  the  model  depicted  in  the  photograph  pre- 
sented by  Mr.  Clay  corresponded  in  all  respects  to  the  current  plans  of  the  Art 
Institute.   Mr.  Clay  replied  that  it  was  slightly  different  than  the  project 
presently  proposed.   In  the  revised  plans,  the  width  of  the  smoke  stack  had  been 
increased,  the  west  gallery  had  been  shortened,  a  second  smoke  stack  had  been 
relocated,  a  new  90  seat  lecture  hall  had  been  added  and  certain  buildings  on  the 
west  side  of  the  site  would  be  retained  instead  of  being  removed  for  parking.   He 
pointed  out  that  buildings  are  not  designed  in  their  final  form  immediately 
upon  the  undertaking  of  a  project;  rather,  buildings  develop  and  change  slightly 
as  the  project  proceeds. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  she  was  familar  with  this  process; 
however,  she  pointed  out  that  the  changes  which  Mr.  Clay  had  made  in  his  plans  had 
not  been  discussed  with  the  City  Planning  Commission  or  with  residents  of  the 
neighborhood. 

Mr.  Clay  stated  that  he  had  discussed  the  changes  with  Mr.  Passmore,  a 
member  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Mrs.  Vivian  Walter,  2504  Leavenworth  Street,  represented  the  Russian  Hill 
Improvement  Association.   She  stated  that  her  association  has  always  taken  a  firm 
stand  on  height  and  floor  area  ratio  limits;  and  she  felt  that  the  Art  Institute 
was  violating  those  standards.   In  addition,  she  felt  that  the  Commission  should 
recognize  that  the  subject  neighborhood  has  a  severe  parking  problem;  and  she  hoped 
that  no  action  would  be  taken  on  the  present  application  which  would  add  to  parking 
congestion  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Ertola,  for  purposes  of  clarification,  asked  if  the  height  of  the 
smoke  stack  would  have  to  be  lowered  if  the  cafeteria  mezzanine  were  not  approved. 
Mr.  Steele  replied  that  one  set  of  plans  which  had  been  submitted  by  the  appli- 
cants indicated  that  that  would  be  the  case;  however,  the  plans  which  had  previ- 
ously been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  showed  the  smoke  stack  at 
its  maximum  height. 

The  Director  felt  that  it  was  possible  that  the  smoke  stack  could  be 
lowered  if  the  cafeteria  mezzanine  were  not  approved;  however,  since  the  smoke 
stack  had  already  been  approved  at  its  maximum  height,  it  would  not  have  to  be 
lowered. 

Commissioner  Elliott  believed  that  there  is  a  code  provision  requiring 
that  smoke  stacks  be  related  to  the  roof  line  or  windows  of  adjacent  buildings; 
and,  therefore,  if  the  cafeteria  mezzanine  were  not  to  be  approved,  he  felt  that 
the  smoke  stack  would  have  to  be  lowered. 
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Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  any  practical  purpose  would  be  served 
by  building  the  smoke  stack  to  the  maximum  allowable  height  if  the  cafeteria  mez- 
zanine were  not  to  be  constructed.   Mr.  Clay  replied  that  the  smoke  stack  would  go 
to  the  maximum  allowable  height  because  it  is  shown  that  way  in  the  contract 
between  the  Art  Institute  and  its  builder. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  he  were  correct  in  understanding  that 
the  builder  would  construct  the  smoke  stack  to  its  maximum  height  even  if  he  were 
asked  not  to  by  the  Art  Institute.   Mr.  Clay  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

S.  Myron  Tatar ian,  Director  of  Public  Works,  stated  that  the  fact  that 
the  smoke  stack  had  been  shown  at  its  maximum  height  on  the  approved  plans  did  not 
imply  that  it  must  be  built  to  that  height. 

Mr.  Ertola  stated  that  his  primary  concern  was  that  nothing  be  constructed 
which  had  not  been  shown  on  the  plans  which  were  originally  submitted  to  the  Com- 
mission for  review. 

Mr.  Clay  asked  what  purpose  could  be  served  in  disputing  an  item  for  which 
a  valid  building  permit  had  already  been  issued.   Vice  President  Porter  replied 
that  she  believed  that  the  point  being  made  x^as  that  the  Art  Institute  would  not  be 
required  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  permit  which  had  been  issued. 

Mr.  McKeever  stated  that  the  new  plaza  being  constructed  was  intended  to 
serve  as  a  gathering  place  for  students;  therefore,  he  felt  that  it  would  be 
desirable  to  construct  the  smoke  stack  as  high  as  possible.   However,  since  it  did 
appear  that  the  height  of  the  smoke  stack  would  be  an  issue  of  real  concern  as 
viewed  from  Leavenworth  Street,  he  was  willing  to  propose  a  compromise  whereby 
both  the  height  of  the  smoke  stack  and  the  height  of  the  cafeteria  mezzanine  would 
be  lowered  by  two  feet.   He  remarked  that  this  compromise  would  cost  the  Art 
Institute  a  great  deal  of  money. 

Vice  President  Porter  doubted  that  the  proposed  two  foot  reduction  of 
the  smoke  stack  of  the  cafeteria  mezzanine  would  greatly  relieve  the  property  owners 
who  were  appearing  in  opposition  to  the  application. 

Mr.  Tatarian  felt  that  there  was  still  a  question  as  to  whether  the  smoke 
stack  could  be  built  to  its  maximum  height;  and  in  any  case,  the  ambiguity  between 
the  two  sets  of  plans  which  had  been  submitted  would  require  further  consideration. 

The  Director  recommended  approval  in  part  of  the  subject  conditional  use 
application.   He  believed  that  the  expansion  of  the  administrative  office  space 
and  provision  of  another  lecture  hall  and  a  one-story  cafeteria  building  would  not 
be  detrimental  to  the  adjacent  properties;  and,  therefore,  he  was  willing  to 
recommend  their  approval.   However,  since  the  proposed  addition  of  a  mezzanine  to 
the  cafeteria  would  block  views  to  a  considerable  extent  for  residents  of  the 
western  portion  of  the  block,  he  recommended  that  this  portion  of  the  application 
be  disapproved.   Subsequently,  he  distributed  and  read  a  draft  resolution  which 
contained  the  following  resolve: 
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"THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Com- 
mission finds  that  only  a  part  of  this  proposal  meets 
the  conditions  set  forth  in  Section  304.3  of  the  City 
Planning  Code,  and  said  Application  is  hereby  APPROVED 
in  part  and  disapproved  in  part  in  accordance  with 
standards  specified  in  the  City  Planning  Code  and  sub- 
ject to  further  conditions  as  follows: 

1.  Expansion  of  the  conditional  use  shall  be  in 
conformity  with  final  plans  submitted  to  the 
City  Planning  Commission  and  approved  on 
December  8,  1966,  in  Resolution  No.  6072, 
except  as  additional  expansion  is  permitted 
by  this  Resolution* 

2.  If  in  the  future  the  City  Planning  Commission 
should  find  the  29  parking  spaces  shown  in  the 
aforementioned  plans  to  be  insufficient,  then 
the  Planning  Commission  may  require  the  addi- 
tion of  17  more  off-street  parking  spaces  at 
that  time. 

3.  A  building  for  additional  administrative 
offices  or  for  classroom  or  lecture  hall 
space  may  be  added  to  the  previously-approved 
expansion  within  the  dimensions  at  the  loca- 
tion in  which  it  is  shown  in  preliminary 
plans  filed  with  this  application  and  marked 
"CU68.20,  Exhibit  A". 

4.  The  proposed  covered  walkway  extension  and 
gallery  expansion  as  shown  in  the  aforemen- 
tioned "CU68.20,  Exhibit  A"  plans  may  be 
added  to  the  previously-approved  expansion 
in  general  conformity  with  those  plans. 

5.  The  proposed  cafeteria  may  be  added  to  the 
previously-approved  expansion  authorization, 
however  the  cafeteria  shall  not  include  a 
mezzanine,  and  the  roof  of  the  cafeteria 
shall  have  a  height  no  greater  than  112  feet 
as  shown  and  related  to  other  elevations 
shown  in  "CU68.20,  Exhibit  A"." 

Mr.  Clay  asked  how  the  Commission  could  approve  the  one-story  cafeteria 
building  since  no  plans  for  that  building  had  accompanied  the  present  application. 
Vice  President  Porter  replied  that  plans  for  that  building  should  accompany  the  Art 
Institute's  application  for  a  building  permit  if  the  building  were  to  be  approved 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 
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Mr.  Clay  stated  that  he  had  nothing  else  to  add  to  his  previous  testi- 
mony except  to  go  on  record  stating  that  a  complete  set  of  working  drawings  had 
been  presented  to  and  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  1966;  and,  there- 
fore, he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  negative  recommendation  presented  by  the  Di- 
rector of  Planning  had  resulted  from  a  misunderstanding. 

The  Director  stated  that  there  had  been  no  misunderstanding.   To  his 
knowledge,  the  Commission  had  never  looked  at  or  discussed  the  proposed  cafeteria 
mezzanine. 

Mr.  Martin  stated  that  while  the  cafeteria  would  be  more  crowded  without 
the  mezzanine,  he  felt  that  the  one-story  building  would  be  acceptable  to  the 
school's  student  body  and  faculty. 

Mr.  Tatarian  recommended  that  Condition  No.  5  of  the  draft  resolution  be 
changed  to  indicate  that  the  roof  of  the  cafeteria  should  not  exceed  an  "elevation" 
of  112  feet  rather  than  a  "height"  of  112  feet.   Mr.  Steele  agreed  to  this  change. 

Mr.  Ertola  stated  that  he  appreciated  the  problems  which  were  being  faced 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  trying  to  untangle  the  history  of  the  Art  Insti- 
tute project.   However,  he  suggested  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
desirability  of  requiring  the  addition  of  the  17  parking  spaces  specified  in  Con- 
dition No.  2  of  the  draft  resolution  at  the  present  time  since  parking  is  a 
serious  problem  in  the  subject  neighborhood  and  since  some  of  the  Art  Institute's 
parking  spaces  have  been  deleted.   Furthermore,  he  stated  that  he  would  regret 
having  a  new  cafeteria  constructed  on  the  Art  Institute's  site,  especially  since 
an  adequate  cafeteria  facility  already  exists;  however,  if  the  cafeteria  were  to 
be  built,  he  hoped  that  the  Art  Institute  would  demonstrate  its  good  faith  by 
lowering  the  height  of  the  smoke  stack  to  conform  with  the  new  roof  line. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  Mr.  Ertola  felt  that  provision  of  17  addi- 
tional parking  spaces  on  the  site  would  make  any  significant  difference  to  the 
neighborhood.   She  noted  that  this  matter  had  been  discussed  previously  by  the 
Commission  during  its  hearings  in  1966;  and,  at  that  time,  the  Commission  had 
decided  that  maintenance  of  greenery  and  open  space  on  the  site  would  be  more 
desirable  than  provision  of  a  few  extra  parking  spaces. 

Mr.  Ertola  replied  that  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  both  objectives  would 
be  capable  of  achievement. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  if  the  elevation  of  112  feet  indicated  in  Condition 
No.  5  of  the  draft  resolution  would  be  all  inclusive.  The  Director  replied  in  the 
affirmative. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  stated  that  he  appreciated  greenery;  however,  he  felt  that 
provision  of  17  additional  parking  spaces  would  be  of  some  benefit  to  the  neighbor- 
hood. 


■'     •  ■ 

- 


'  '    . 


■  ■      ....... 

..i  ■ 

■..•'.  !  '  '' 

'  \    .:        .  ■         '     " 

.      ■.<■      ' 


' 


-     '- 
...... 


.       i        '".  I 

..■..-..;•■. 

.'■•■- 
.:.....  .     ••    • 

•  E  -•-'- 

.'■■..• 


■  ' 


. : 


• 


:         '  .  '■•■'       ■  •  '       '    ■ 

1  no       >£rj  ,  ■■ 

,3900  '      '•■  .•"'•■ 


■  .     \i 


■ 


, 


nee 


:    ■     •       • 


. 


-12-  8/22/68 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  for  a  more  graphic  description  of  what  would 
be  allowed  under  the  112  foot  elevation  limit.   Both  Mr.  Steele  and  Mr.  Clay  out- 
lined the  one-story  cafeteria  building  on  the  plans.   Mr.  Clay  submitted  a 
separate  sketch  of  the  cafeteria  building  for  the  Department's  records. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  about  the  actual  height  of  the  one-story 
cafeteria  building.  Mr.  Clay  replied  that  the  building  would  have  an  exterior 
height  of  15  feet  6  inches. 

Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  if  the  height  of  15  feet  6  inches  would  raise  the 
cafeteria  building  above  the  40  foot  height  limit.   The  Director  replied  in  the 
negative. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Sontheimer  asked  if  smoke  stacks,  elevator  shafts,  or 
other  appurtenances  would  project  above  the  roof  line  of  the  cafeteria.   Mr.  Clay 
replied  that  only  the  outside  smoke  stack  previously  discussed  by  the  Commission 
would  exceed  the  height  of  the  cafeteria  building. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  felt  that  Condition  No.  2  of  the  draft  resolu- 
tion was  much  to  vague.   Mr.  Steele  stated  that  a  similar  condition  had  been  con- 
tained in  the  resolution  adopted  by  the  Commission  in  December,  1966;  and  he 
indicated  that  plans  had  been  submitted  at  that  time  to  show  how  the  17  parking 
spaces  would  be  provided  if  they  were  to  be  required  by  the  Commission. 

In  reply  to  further  questions  raised  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  the 
Director  stated  that  the  Commission  would  have  sufficient  authority  to  require  that 
these  parking  spaces  be  provided  in  the  future  if  it  should  become  obvious  that 
they  are  needed. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  felt  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  obtain  an 
agreement  from  the  Art  Institute  that  the  proposed  smoke  stack  would  not  exceed  an 
elevation  of  112  feet  unless  any  of  the  applicable  city  codes  require  that  the 
stack  should  rise  higher. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
had  regarded  the  smoke  stack  as  an  item  which  had  been  approved;  however,  if  the 
Commission  so  desired,  a  condition  could  be  added  to  the  draft  resolution  requiring 
that  the  stack  be  lowered  if  possible.   Commissioner  Newman  agreed  with  Commis- 
sioner Fleishhacker  that  such  a  condition  would  be  desirable. 

Vice  President  Porter  felt  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  had  been  more  than  generous  in  trying  to  solve  the  problems  of  the  Art 
Institute;  however,  she  felt  that  the  problems  faced  by  residents  of  the  neighbor- 
hood should  be  given  some  consideration,  also.   She  pointed  out  that  adoption  of 
the  draft  resolution  recommended  by  the  Director  would  authorize  the  Art  Institute 
to  expand  its  original  proposal  by  adding  a  cafeteria,  additional  gallery  space, 
and  a  90  seat  meeting  hall;  and  she  noted  that  all  of  these  facilities  would  add  to 
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the  over-all  density  of  the  project.   Under  the  circumstances,  she  felt  that  the 
Art  Institute  should  be  willing  to  make  a  concession  by  agreeing  to  lower  the 
height  of  the  parapet  wall.   She  stated  that  the  present  height  of  the  parapet 
wall  does  damage  views  from  many  adjacent  properties;  and  she  felt  that  the  wall 
is  not  needed  by  the  Art  Institute.   Therefore,  it  seemed  that  removal  of  the 
parapet  wall  would  be  a  most  constructive  thing  to  do  now  and  for  the  future. 

Mr.  McKeever  stated  that  the  height  of  the  parapet  wall  had  been  dis- 
cussed when  he  had  met  privately  with  Mr.  Ertola.   He  indicated  that  the  parapet 
wall  acts  as  a  beam  and  ties  together  various  stresses  in  the  building;  and, 
consequently,  it  could  not  be  removed  in  its  entirety.   However,  even  though  it 
would  cost  the  Art  Institute  approximately  $10,000,  it  would  be  possible  to  lower 
the  parapet  wall  by  approximately  1  foot. 

Vice  President  Porter  felt  that  the  Art  Institute  should  be  willing  to 
make  that  sacrifice  in  view  of  the  additional  density  which  would  be  allowed  on 
the  site  if  the  draft  resolution  were  adopted.   In  fact,  it  seemed  to  her  that  the 
Art  Institute  should  be  able  to  lower  the  wall  by  more  than  1  foot. 

Mr.  Clay  explained  that  the  parapet  wall  would  support  the  roof  structure 

of  the  building;  and,  after  reviewing  the  situation,  he  had  found  that  he  could 

lower  the  parapet  wall  no  more  than  1  foot  6  inches  while  still  maintaining  the 
necessary  heights  beneath. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  Mr.  Ertola  felt  that  lowering  of  the 
parapet  wall  by  1  foot  6  inches  would  be  an  improvement  so  far  as  residents  of  the 
neighborhood  were  concerned.   Mr.  Ertola  believed  that  such  a  reduction  of  the 
parapet  wall  would  benefit  property  owners  along  Leavenworth  Street;  however,  he 
repeated  that  he  was  representing  only  his  own  interest  in  the  property  which  lies 
adjacent  to  the  Art  Institute  and  which  would  not  be  affected  by  a  change  in  the 
height  of  the  parapet  wall. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  Mr.  McKeever  if  he  would  agree  to  lower  the 
parapet  wall  by  1  foot  6  inches.   Mr.  McKeever  imagined  that  such  an  agreement 
could  be  obtained  since  he  was  at  the  mercy  of  the  Commission. 

Vice  President  Porter  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Commission 
to  add  another  condition  to  the  draft  resolution  requiring  that  the  parapet  wall 
be  lowered  by  1  foot  6  inches.   The  Director  stated  that  such  a  condition  could 
be  added  to  the  draft  resolution  if  the  Commission  so  desired. 

Following  further  discussion  with  the  Director,  Vice  President  Porter 
stated  that  the  Director  did  not  support  her  suggestion  that  such  a  condition  be 
added  because  a  building  permit  application  had  already  been  issued  for  the  parapet 
wall.   However,  since  the  draft  resolution  would  grant  additional  privileges  to 
the  Art  Institute,  she  hoped  that  the  Art  Institute  would  be  willing  to  lower  the 
parapet  wall  even  though  such  an  action  on  their  part  would  not  be  mandatory. 
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Mr.  McKeever  stated  that  he  had  no  authority  to  make  such  a  commitment 
without  discussing  the  matter  with  the  Board  or  Directors  of  the  Art  Institute 
since  it  was  obvious  that  reduction  of  the  height  of  the  wall  would  cost  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  money. 

Vice  President  Porter  stated  that  the  Commission  had  visited  houses  on 
Leavenworth  Street  earlier  in  the  afternoon;  and,  as  a  result  of  those  visits,  it 
had  become  apparent  that  lowering  of  the  parapet  wall  would  be  desirable.   If  the 
Art  Institute  or  its  architects  had  worked  more  closely  with  the  residents  of  the 
neighborhood,  it  was  possible  that  this  problem  could  have  been  avoided.   However, 
since  the  wall  had  been  built,  she  hoped  that  the  Art  Institute  would  act  favorably 
on  her  request  that  every  effort  be  made  to  lower  the  wall  as  much  as  possible. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  and 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Newman  that  the  draft  resolution  be  amended  by  addition 
of  a  sixth  condition  to  read  as  follows:   "That  the  stack  adjacent  to  the  cafe- 
teria as  shown  in  'CU68.20,  Exhibit  A'  shall  not  exceed  the  elevation  of  112  feet 
plus  the  minimum  additional  height  required  by  the  building  code." 

When  the  question  was  called,  the  Commission  voted  5  to  1  to  amend  the 
draft  resolution  by  addition  of  this  condition.   Commissioners  Elliott, 
Fleishhacker,  Kearney,  Newman  and  Wight  voted  Aye;  Commissioner  Porter  voted  No. 

Subsequently,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Elliott  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Newman  that  a  seventh  condition  be  added  to  the  draft  resolution 
reading  as  follows:   "That  the  parapet  wall  to  the  gallery  as  shown  in  'CU68.20, 
Exhibit  A'  shall  be  lowered  by  1  foot  6  inches." 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  remarked  that  the  Commission  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  actual  cost  which  would  be  involved  in  fulfilling  this  condition;  further- 
more, the  parapet  wall  had  already  been  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
and  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.   Under  the  circumstances,  he  felt  that 
such  a  condition  should  not  be  included  in  the  draft  resolution. 

When  the  question  was  called,  Commissioners  Elliott,  Newman,  and  Porter 
voted  Aye;  Commissioners  Fleishhacker,  Kearney,  and  Wight  voted  No.  As  provided 
in  Article  4,  Section  6  of  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion governing  tie  votes,  the  motion  was  therefore  disapproved. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  5  to  1  that  Resolution  No.  6255  be  adopted 
and  that  Application  No.  CU68.20  be  approved  in  part  subject  to  the  conditions  con- 
tained in  the  draft  resolution  as  modified. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:15  P.M. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  August  29,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday,  August 
29,  1968,  at  1:00  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:  William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice 
President;  Mortimer  Fleishhacker,  Jr.,  James  S,  Kearney 
Walter  S.  Newman,  and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   Thomas  J.  Mellon 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan 
B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  Dean  Maoris,  Assistant  Director-Plans  and 
Programs;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation;  Phoebe  H.  Brown, 
Planner  IV;  Ralph  Mead,  Planner  IV-Zoning;  Marie  Carlberg,  Planner  III;  Joseph 
Fitzpatrick,  Planner  III;  Kenneth  Barr,  Planner  II;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Ron  Moskowitz 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle. 

1:00  P.M.  -  Field  Trip 

Members  of  the  Commission  and  staff  departed  from  100  Larkin  Street 
at  1:00  P.M.  to  take  a  field  trip  to  Burnett  and  Palo  <U.to  Avenues  and  properties 
scheduled  for  consideration  during  the  Commission's  zoning  hearing  on  September 
5,  1968. 

2:15  P.M.  -  100  Larkin  Street 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Porter,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  August  8, 
1968,  be  approved  as  submitted.   Commissioners  Brinton  and  Wight  abstained  from 
voting. 
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CURRENT  MATTERS 

The  Director  reported  that  he  will  be  prepared  to  report  to  the 
Commission  within  the  next  two  weeks  on  the  present  status  of  the  staff's  previous 
recommendations  on  five  local  transit  alternatives  and  the  five  alternatives 
for  providing  rapid  transit  service  to  the  airport. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  a  meeting  had  been  scheduled 
for  that  evening  by  the  Mayor's  office  to  discuss  proposals  for  future  use  of 
the  Wisconsin  Street  public  housing  site. 

The  Director  submitted  a  draft  resolution  which  would  authorize  him 
to  execute  a  contract  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  for  the  urban 
design  study  and  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  that  contract. 
After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution  be  adopted  as  City 
Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6256. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  why  street  tree  planting  along  Lake  Street 
had  gone  only  as  far  as  24th  Avenue  instead  of  being  carried  another  four  blocks 
to  the  end  of  the  street.   The  Director  replied  that  he  would  find  out  the 
answer  to  Commissioner  Porter's  question  and  report  on  the  situation  at  the 
Commissioner's  next  meeting. 

President  Brinton  announced  that  Commissioner  Elliott's  absence  had 
been  occasioned  by  the  fact  that  he  had  just  become  the  father  of  a  new  baby 
girl. 

REFERRAL 

R67.37  Vacation  of  portions  of  Burnett  and  Palo  Alto  Avenues. 

Marie  Carlberg,  Planner  III,  reported  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"The  northerly  section  of  Burnett  Avenue  below  Twin  Peaks  Boulevard  has 
been  improved  along  a  new  alignment  which  was  developed  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Works  jointly  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  as 
part  of  plans  for  the  protection  of  city-owned  greenbelt  lands  around 
Twin  Peaks.   The  new  alignment,  opened  to  traffic  in  May,  1968,  offers 
superb  views  of  downtown  and  the  entire  panorama  to  the  east.   The 
cutting  away  of  a  substantial  portion  of  the  hill  below  the  hairpin 
turn  on  Twin  Peaks  Boulevard  to  provide  a  bench  for  the  new  Burnett 
roadway  opened  up  views  of  Mount  Tamalpais  and  the  Golden  Gate.   A 
small  triangle  of  City-owned  land,  about  7600  square  feet,  between  the 
old  and  new  alignments,  would  make  an  excellent  viewpoint. 
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The  former  alignment,  lower  on  the  slope,  was  never  built  because  it 
disregarded  the  contours.   This  referral  is  concerned  with  the  use  to  be 
made  of  the  former  alignment,  which  is  50  feet  long,  in  itself  a  sub- 
stantial amount  of  open  space.  An  adjoining  100-foot  unimproved  section 
of  Palo  Alto  Avenue  below  Twin  Peaks  Boulevard  is  also  proposed  for 
vacation. 

The  City  owns  all  of  the  property  uphill  from  the  new  alignment  of 
Burnett  Avenue  from  its  junction  with  Twin  Peaks  Boulevard  to  the 
northerly  boundary  of  Vista  Francisco  Subdivision  No.  2,  two- tenths  of 
a  mile  to  the  south.   Downhill,  between  the  new  and  old  alignments,  are 
some  small  pieces  of  City-owned  land  and  the  Casitas  Investment  Company 
parcel,  formerly  City-owned,  which  was  exchanged  in  1967  for  a  strip  of 
privately  owned  land  below  the  crest  of  Twin  Peaks  Boulevard  for  view 
protection.   Below  the  old  alignment  are  private  properties. 

In  the  instances  where  the  old  alignment  lies  entirely  between  private 
properties,  it  should  be  vacated  to  the  abutting  owners;  however,  in 
most  of  the  cases  in  which  the  old  alignment  lies  between  public  and 
private  property,  it  should  be  vacated  to  the  City  to  become  part  of  the 
Twin  Peaks  greenbelt  lands,  with  the  City  acquiring  all  of  the  abutters' 
rights. 

In  one  very  critical  location,  use  of  the  old  alignment  without  vacation 
to  provide  access  to  the  new  alignment  or  vacation  to  the  abutting  owner 
would  most  probably  result  in  buildings  whole  heights  would  restrict  the 
views  from  the  new  alignment.   In  this  case,  City  purchase  of  the 
abutters'  rights  to  the  old  alignment  would  be  the  only  means  of  pre- 
serving views  from  Burnett  Avenue  and  distant  views  towards  the  open 
area  above  Burnett  Avenue. 

In  two  cases,  the  City  should  acquire  inaccessible  privately  owned 
parcels. 

The  primary  purpose  of  these  recommendations  is  to  preserve  as  public 
property  the  views  which  new  Burnett  Avenue  has  opened  up.   New  Burnett 
Avenue  has  cost  over  half  a  million  dollars  of  public  money,  with  no 
assessment  against  any  private  owner.   Not  only  should  the  public  benefit 
from  the  improved  traffic  service,  but  also  from  the  immeasurable  values 
of  the  new. 

Twin  Peaks  is  one  of  the  trademarks  of  San  Francisco.   The  City  owns  only 
the  uppermost  reaches  of  the  peaks;  in  the  past  decade  and  a  half  most  of 
the  privately  owned  lower  slopes  have  been  developed  residentially.   His- 
torically most  of  public  l^.nds  were  acquired  for  reservoir  purposes  and 
have  been  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fire  or  Water  Departments.   Now 
the  lands  not  actually  required  for  reservoir  purposes  should  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  for  permanent  protection  as 
greenbelt  lands. 

Old  Burnett  has  been  an  effective  part  of  the  Twin  Peaks  open  space. 
New  Burnett  was  developed  on  public  property.   Vacation  of  the  old 
alignment  to  private  owners  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  open  space. 
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However,  because  the  old  alignment  was  street-of-way,  it  can  not  be 
vacated  without  one  set  of  abutting  owners  —  the  private  owners  on 
the  one  side  or  the  city  on  the  other  —  quitclaiming  their  abutters' 
rights  to  the  other.  Vacation  of  these  rights  to  the  private  owners 
would  bring  the  amount  of  apartment  building  higher  up  the  slope  on 
the  eastern  side  of  Twin  Peaks;  vacation  to  the  City  would  keep  the 
fine  views  available  to  the  general  public  and  prevent  some  question- 
able building  on  potentially  hazardous  slopes.   It  is  a  choice  between 
public  views  or  private  views;  between  more  or  less  public  land  on 
Twin  Peaks;  between  protection  of  a  public  investment  or  the  furtherance 
of  private  investment. 

The  recommendations  given  in  this  memorandum  are  in  accord  with  the 
Land  Use  Section  of  the  Master  Plan,  which  shows  the  area  in  question 
as  an  open  area,  and  with  the  Recreation  Area  and  Park  Location  Plan, 
which  shows  it  as  part  of  a  large  park  area  and  which  also  recommends 
that  "Parkways,  scenic  routes  of  travel  developed  as  elongated  parks 
with  a  roadway  limited  to  passenger-carrying  vehicles  and  to  which  abut-- 
ting  property  has  no  right  of  access,  should  be  developed  wherever 
possible  to  link  together  the  various  parks  and  view  points  throughout 
the  city." 

Subsequently,  Miss  Carlberg  referred  to  a  map  posted  on  the  wail  of  the 
meeting  room  to  describe  the  actual  distribution  of  the  subject  portions  of  Palo 
Alto  and  Burnett  Avenues  which  was  being  recommended  by  the  staff  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning. 

The  Director  read  from  pages  2,  3  and  4  of  the  staff  memorandum  dated 
August  27,  1968,  to  clarify  the  precise  way  in  which  the  staff  was  recommending 
that  the  various  portions  of  the  subject  street  areas  be  dispersed.   In  con- 
clusion, he  recommended  that  he  be  authorized  to  report  that  the  transactions 
proposed  by  the  staff  are  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  an  estimate  had  been  made  of  the  cost  of  the 
property  which  the  city  would  have  to  acquire  to  effectuate  the  staff's  recom- 
mendation.  The  Director  replied  that  it  had  been  estimated  that  the  initial  cost 
to  the  city  would  be  approximately  $70,000. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  possible  vacation  of  Iron  Alley 
and  Copper  Alley  had  been  considered,  also.   Miss  Carlberg  replied  that  the 
vacation  of  those  alleys  would  depend  on  the  desires  of  the  abutting  property 
owners;  and,  therefore,  they  had  not  been  included  in  the  subject  referral.   She 
believed  that  Iron  Alley  could  be  used  for  a  stairway  at  some  future  date; 
however,  the  cost  of  such  a  project  had  not  been  investigated. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  the  subject  streets  are  owned  in  fee  by  the 
city.  Wallace  Wortman,  representing  the  Real  Estate  Department,  stated  that  the 
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records  of  his  Department  indicate  that  the  streets  are  owned  in  fee  by  the 
city.   However,  this  question  could  not  be  resolved  until  a  title  search  is 
undertaken;  and  funds  would  not  be  available  for  a  title  search  unless  a  policy 
is  adopted  by  the  city  regarding  the  proposed  vacation  of  the  street  areas. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  position  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  would  be  the  same  whether  the  city  holds  fee  or  easement  title  to 
the  street  since  the  purpose  of  the  proposals  being  made  by  the  staff  would  be 
to  preserve  views  from  and  to  the  subject  portion  of  Twin  Peaks. 

Mr.  Wortman  stated  that  the  city  would  have  to  purchase  the  two  private 
parcels  of  property  outright  and  acquire  abutter's  rights  to  certain  portions  of 
the  street  area  before  any  portion  of  the  streets  could  be  vacated;  and  he 
pointed  out  that  the  city  would  have  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  various 
property  owners  involved  in  order  to  acquire  the  properties  and  the  necessary 
abutter's  rights. 

Mr.  Killian,  417  Burnett  Avenue,  stated  that  he  had  already  had  to  pay 
$6,300  for  the  improvement  of  Burnett  Avenue;  and,  in  spite  of  that  expenditure, 
he  still  did  not  have  access  to  the  new  street.  He  indicated  that  the  city  had 
permitted  him  to  build  his  garage  in  the  middle  of  the  old  alignment  of  Burnett 
Avenue  and  had  proposed  that  access  to  the  garage  would  be  provided  from  a  cul- 
de-sac;  however,  since  that  time,  the  decision  had  been  made  to  proceed  with 
the  improvement  of  Burnett  Avenue  along  a  new  alignment,  thus  eliminating  the 
cul-de-sac. 

The  Director  explained  that  the  proposal  of  the  staff  of  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  was  that  a  portion  of  the  right-of-way  of  the  old  alignment  of 
Burnett  Avenue  be  vacated  to  Mr.  Killian  so  that  he  would  have  legal  access  to 
his  property  from  the  new  street. 

Mr.  Killian  stated  that  Mr.  Woo  of  the  Real  Estate  Office  had  advised 
him  that  he  would  have  to  pay  for  the  property  if  it  were  to  be  vacated  to  him; 
and,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  has  retired,  he  felt  that  he  could  not  afford 
to  spend  any  more  money  on  this  project. 

Mr.  Wortman  advised  Mr.  Killian  that  he  presently  has  legal  access  over 
the  unimproved  portion  of  the  old  alignment  of  Burnett  Avenue  and  to  the  new 
thoroughfare;  however,  the  proposal  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  would  actually  extend  Mr.  Killian1 s  property  to  the  new  thoroughfare. 
If  a  satisfactory  arrangement  could  be  worked  out  for  exchange  of  certain 
portions  of  his  property  lower  on  the  hill,  title  to  the  property  abutting  the 
new  alignment  of  Burnett  Avenue  might  be  transferred  to  him  without  cost;  if  the 
exchange  could  not  be  worked  out,  however,  he  would  probably  have  to  pay  for  the 
vacated  street  area. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  stated  that  it  did  not  appear  to  him  that  the 
proposal  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  be  detrimental 
to  Mr.  Killian.   While  the  proposed  disposition  of  the  vacated  portions  of  street 
area  might  not  improve  access  from  Burnett  Avenue  to  Mr.  Killian' s  garage,  it 
would  not  make  the  situation  any  worse  than  at  present. 
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Kathleen  Dolen,  owner  of  Lot  16  in  Block  2719B,  read  and  submitted  a 
letter  which  she  had  addressed  to  the  Commission,   In  the  letter,  Mrs.  Dolen 
stated  that  she  objected  to  the  staff  proposal  because  it  would  deprive  her 
property  of  frontage  along  the  new  portion  of  Burnett  Avenue.   She  indicated 
that  she  had  waited  approximately  25  years  for  the  construction  of  this  portion 
of  Burnett  Avenue  so  that  her  property  could  be  utilized  to  its  highest  poten- 
tial; and  at  no  time  had  she  ever  been  informed  that  her  frontage  along 
Burnett  Avenue  would  be  reduced  or  taken  away.   She  indicated  that  the  off- 
street  parking  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code  render  difficult  the  con- 
struction of  apartment  buildings  on  sloping  lots;  and  she  felt  that  frontage 
along  the  new  portion  of  Burnett  Avenue  would  help  them  to  overcome  that 
problem.   She  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  had  written  to  her 
on  September  5,  1967,  stating  that  they  were  contemplating  the  sale  of 
vacated  portions  of  Burnett  Avenue  to  abutting  property  owners;  and,  even 
though  the  Department  of  Public  Works  had  indicated  that  her  frontage  on 
Burnett  Avenue  would  probably  be  reduced  from  146  feet  to  75  feet,  she  still 
felt  that  solution  would  have  been  more  equitable  than  the  one  proposed  by 
the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.   In  any  case,  she  pointed  out 
that  Burnett  Avenue  was  not  improved  as  a  view  area  but  as  an  egress  route  to 
accommodate  the  traffic  from  apartments  which  have  already  been  built  on  Twin 
Peaks;  and  she  felt  that  approval  of  the  staff  proposal,  involving  expendi- 
ture of  public  funds,  would  place  an  unnecessary  burden  on  the  taxpayers.   In 
order  to  provide  a  view  point  or  stopping  area  on  Burnett  Avenue,  extensive 
and  expensive  fill  would  be  required;  and,  while  the  value  of  such  a  view  area 
would  be  questionable,  it  would  definitely  have  a  great  detrimental  effect  on 
her  property.   In  conclusion,  she  asked  that  the  Commission  disapprove  the 
staff  recommendation. 

Albert  Meakin  spoke  in  support  of  the  staff's  recommendation.  He  noted 
that  Mrs.  Dolen1 s  property  has  access  from  Graystone  Terrace;  and,  since 
Burnett  Avenue  was  not  constructed  in  the  subject  area  until  recently,  he 
assumed  that  Graystone  Terrace  must  have  been  regarded  as  the  entrance  to  her 
property  at  the  time  that  the  property  was  purchased.  He  also  remarked  that 
Mrs.  Dolen' s  property  has  access  from  Iron  Alley.  In  conclusion,  he  stated 
that  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  proposal  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  would  result  in  an  arrangement  which  would  benefit  the  entire 
city. 

Robert  Phelan,  representing  the  Twin  Peaks  Improvement  Association, 
stated  that  his  organization  was  heartily  in  favor  of  the  staff  proposal; 
however,  they  hoped  that  further  consideration  would  be  given  to  the  possi- 
bility of  retaining  the  subject  portion  of  Palo  Alto  Avenue  for  possible 
future  use  as  a  pedestrian  pathway. 

Mrs.  Dolen  asked  if  the  Standard  Building  Company  would  be  allowed  to 
build  along  the  new  alignment  of  Burnett  Avenue.   The  Director  replied  in  the 
affirmative,  pointing  out  that  their  property  already  abuts  the  new  portion  of 
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Burnett  Avenue.   In  contrast,  Mrs.  Dolen's  property  would  abut  the  new  alignment 
of  Burnett  Avenue  only  if  the  entire  right-of-way  of  the  old  alignment  were  to 
be  vacated  and  added  to  her  property. 

Mrs.  Dolen  stated  that  she  had  been  advised  that  she  does  have  access 
rights  to  Burnett  Avenue.   The  Director  replied  that  the  property  owned  by  the 
Standard  Building  Company  has  no  other  means  of  access  whereas  Mrs.  Dolen's 
property  may  be  entered  from  Graystone  Terrace.   In  any  case,  the  recommendation 
of  the  staff  was  that  portions  of  the  old  alignment  of  Burnett  Avenue  should  be 
vacated  only  in  places  where  properties  on  both  sides  of  the  street  are  in 
private  ownership. 

Miss  Carlberg  stated  that  Mrs.  Dolen's  desires  were  the  direct  opposite 
of  the  proposal  made  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  While  the 
staff  had  proposed  that  the  city  purchase  abutter's  rights  from  Mrs.  Dolen  so 
that  it  could  obtain  ownership  of  the  entire  street  area,  Mrs.  Dolen  had  hoped 
that  she  would  be  allowed  to  pay  for  the  abutter's  rights  owned  by  the  city  so 
that  she  could  gain  title  to  the  vacated  portion  of  the  old  alignment  of  Burnett 
Avenue  adjacent  to  her  property.   However,  in  order  to  gain  access  to  the  new 
alignment  of  Burnett  Avenue,  Mrs.  Dolen  would  also  have  to  purchase  a  portion 
of  a  parcel  of  property  which  is  already  owned  by  the  city  which  lies  between 
the  old  and  new  alignments  of  Burnett  Avenue. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  Mrs.  Dolen  if  it  would  be  possible  for 
her  to  develop  her  property  from  Graystone  Terrace.  Mrs.  Dolen  replied  that  her 
property  could  not  be  developed  to  its  maximum  potential  without  access  to 
Burnett  Avenue. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Director  be 
authorized  to  report  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"Portions  1,  2,  3,  4,  5  and  6  of  the  old  alignment  of  Burnett  Avenue 
and  Palo  Alto  Avenue  which  lie  between  privately  owned  properties 
should  be  vacated  to  the  abutting  private  owners. 

The  City  should  acquire  two  privately  owned  parcels,  Lot  17  in  Block 
271SB  and  Lot  36  in  Block  2745,  so  that  the  subsequent  vacation  of  the 
unimproved  and  unimprovable  abutting  portions  7  and  10  of  Burnett 
Avenue  to  the  City  will  not  deprive  property  of  street  access. 

Portions  7,  8,  S,  10  and  11  of  the  old  alignment  which  lie  between 
privately-owned  property  and  City-owned  property  or  new  Burnett 
Avenue  should  be  vacated  to  the  City  after  purchase  of  the  abutters' 
rights,  and  merged  with  the  City's  Twin  Peaks  lands  along  with  Lot  17, 
Block  27I9B  and  Lot  36,  Block  2745,  and  ultimately  transferred  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fire  Department  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department. 
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Portion  12  of  the  old  alignment  adjacent  to  Lots  3C,  39  and  40  in  Block 
2745  should  be  vacated  to  the  abutting  owners." 

At  3:15  P.M.  President  Brinton  announced  that  the  meeting  was  recessed. 
Members  of  the  Commission  then  proceeded  to  Room  2C2,  City  Hall,  and  re- 
convened at  3:30  P.M.  for  hearing  of  the  remainder  of  the  agenda. 

3:30  P.M.  -  Room  2G2,  City  Hall 

PRESENTATION  OF  SOUTH  BAY SHORE  STUDY  AND  PROPOSED  PLAN. 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  described  the  proposed  develop- 
ment plan  and  program  which  had  been  prepared  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  for  the  South  Bayshore  area.   During  the  course  of  his  presentation, 
he  emphasized  that  the  proposals  which  had  been  formulated  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  were  separate  from  proposals  which  were  being  made  for  a  Model 
Cities  Program  in  this  same  area,  but  noted  that  should  there  be  such  a  program 
the  plan  could  easily  provide  a  framework  for  any  Model  Cities  activities  to 
be  carried  out  within. 

Phoebe  H.  Brown,  Planner  IV,  referred  to  a  chart  on  the  wall  of  the 
meeting  room  which  reflected  the  staff's  recommendation  for  effectuation  of  the 
proposed  plan  in  three  stages.   As  proposed,  Stage  1  of  the  effectuation  program 
would  take  place  from  1968  to  1970;  Stage  2  would  be  undertaken  from  1972  to 
1976;  and  Stage  3  would  extend  from  1976  through  19G5.   Subsequently,  she 
described  in  detail  the  steps  which  should  be  taken  during  the  first  stage  of 
the  effectuation  program. 

The  Director  asked  the  Commission  to  take  two  actions,  as  follows: 

1.  To  authorize  him  to  prepare  and  to  distribute  a  report  on  the 
proposed  South  Bayshore  Plan  and; 

2.  To  authorize  him  to  recommend  the  schematic  plans  for  the  South 
Basin  Candlestick  Cove  portion  of  the  study  area  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

Arthur  Paulson,  1550  Portola  Drive,  advised  the  Commission  that  he  owns 
two  blocks  of  tidelands  property  in  the  vicinity  of  Candlestick  Cove.   He  felt 
that  the  proposals  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  were  dramatic: 
however,  he  believed  that  the  public  would  be  unwilling  to  approve  bond  issues 
for  projects  of  the  sort  which  were  being  proposed.   Therefore,  he  believed 
that  the  City  should  not  reverse  its  previous  policy  of  setting  the  tideland 
properties  aside  for  use  as  an  industrial  park  under  the  program  of  the  re- 
clamation district.   If  his  property  could  not  be  used  for  industrial  develop- 
ment, he  assumed  that  he  would  have  to  continue  paying  taxes  on  the  property 
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for  at  least  twenty  years  before  the  City  would  be  able  to  buy  it  from  him;  and, 

in  order  to  avoid   that  situation,  he  hoped  that  he  would  be  able  to  dispose 

of  the  property  immediately  if  a  decision  were  to  be  made  that  it  could  not  be 
used  for  industrial  purposes. 

In  response  to  a  question  raised  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  as  to  the 
value  of  his  property,  Mr.  Paulsom  stated  that  he  owns  240,000  square  feet  of 
property  which  has  a  market  value  of  $.40  per  square  foot.   He  indicated,  however, 
that  he  would  be  willing  to  sell  the  property  for  $.30  a  square  foot. 

The  Director  stated  that  this  matter  had  been  brought  before  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  as  part  of  a  fill  application  pending  before  the  Bay  Conservation 
and  Development  Commission;  and,  at  that  time,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  had 
directed  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  pursue  their  studies  of  alternate 
uses  for  the  area.   If  the  proposals  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  Cit}' 
Planning  were  to  materialize,  the  property  owners  would  have  to  be  compensated. 
More  importantly,  however,  the  interest  of  the  City  as  a  whole  would  be  benefited 
by  preserving  this  last  sizeable  area  of  the  City's  shoreline  for  public 
purposes;  and  he  felt  that  it  would  be  shameful  for  the  Commission  to  aim  for 
anything  less.   Under  the  circumstances  he  felt  that  it  was  extremely  important 
that  the  Commission  authorize  him  to  recommend  the  staff's  schematic  plans  for 
the  Candlestick  Cove-South  Basin  area  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Eugene  L.  Sembler,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer  for  the  Port  Authority,  advised 
the  Commission  that  the  staff  study  had  ignored  the  Port  Authority's  master 
plan  which  was  based  on  the  expert  economic  advice  of  the  firm  of  Arthur  D. 
Little  Inc.,  consultants  to  both  Port  Authority  and  the  City  Planning  Commission. 
He  indicated  that  the  Arthur  D.  Little  report  had  stressed  the  economic  importance 
of  the  Port  which  employs  23,000  people;  and  it  had  recommended  that  the  port 
could  remain  active  only  if  it  were  to  provide  new  and  more  modern  facilities. 
After  receiving  the  report  from  Arthur  D.  Little,  the  Port  Authority  had 
adopted  a  master  plan  for  development  of  new  facilities;  however,  if  the  City 
Planning  Commission  were  to  adopt  the  plan  for  the  India  Basin  area  recommended 
by  its  staff,  it  would  be  impractical  for  the  Port  Authority  to  proceed  with 
its  proposed  developments. 

Mr.  Sembler  stated  that  the  Arthur  D.  Little  report  had  specified  that 
12  new  berths  should  be  provided  for  the  Port;  and,  in  order  to  provide  these 
berths,  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  Port  Authority  to  utilize  a  portion  of  the 
India  Basin  area.   This  matter  had  been  discussed  with  the  staff  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning;  and,  following  their  recommendation  that  as  much  space 
be  left  open  as  possible  in  this  area,  the  Port  Authority  had  reduced  the  number 
of  berths  proposed  from  12  to  S.   However,  the  plan  now  proposed  by  the  staff  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  require  the  elimination  of  2  or  3  berths 
in  the  India  Basin  area.  Mr.  Sembler  stated  that  the  Port  Authority  was  trying 
to  create  a  good  economy  for  the  subject  neighborhood  and  for  the  city;  and 
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he  hoped  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  recognize  and  appreciate  this 
fact.   He  indicated  that  the  Port  Authority  had  already  filed  an  application  for 
a  permit  to  fill  portions  of  the  India  Basin  area;  and  he  hoped  that  the  Commis- 
sion would  modify  the  recommendations  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  to  permit  the  Port  Authority  to  proceed  with  the  developments  proposed 
in  their  master  plan. 

Commissioner  Kearney  asked  how  much  back-up  space  would  be  required  for 
each  of  the  berths  proposed  to  be  constructed  by  the  Port  Authority.  Mr.  Sembler 
replied  that  a  minimum  of  20  acres  of  back-up  space  would  be  needed  for  each 
berth. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  about  the  timing  of  the  project  proposed 
by  the  Port.   Mr.  Sembler  replied  that  the  Port  Authority  would  be  prepared  to 
start  filling  operations  as  soon  as  their  application  is  approved  by  the  Bay  Con- 
servation and  Development  Commission;  and  he  expected  that  the  filling  operations 
would  be  completed  in  approximately  3  years. 

Fred  Brown,  Community  Coordinator  for  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  branch 
of  the  NAACP,  submitted  and  described  a  proposal  which  he  had  formulated  for 
utilization  of  the  parking  lots  at  Candlestick  Park  for  commuter  parking.   The 
project  would  involve  construction  of  a  new  freeway  interchange  in  the  vicinity 
of  Blanken  Street  and  provision  of  express  bus  service  from  Candlestick  Park  to 
downtown  San  Francisco;  and,  in  addition  to  relieving  parking  congestion  in  the 
downtown  area,  the  proposal  would  create  a  new  industry  in  the  South  Bayshore  area 
which  could  employ  residents  of  the  neighborhood  in  apprentice  programs  as 
mechanics  and  service  station  attendants.   In  order  to  attain  the  objective  which 
he  proposed,  certain  problems  would  have  to  be  overcome  including  construction  of 
the  new  freeway  interchange,  suspension  of  daytime  baseball  games  at  Candlestick 
Park,  and  objections  which  might  be  raised  by  people  living  in  the  vicinity; 
however,  he  felt  that  solutions  to  these  problems  would  be  feasible,   He  indicated 
that  he  had  discussed  his  proposal  with  the  Director  of  Planning  who  had  advised 
him  that  the  proposal  would  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  proposals  of  the  staff  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning.   In  conclusion,  Mr.  Brown  emphasized  that  resi- 
dents of  the  study  area  were  anxious  to  have  a  high  school,  not  a  junior  high 
school,  to  be  located  somewhere  on  the  east  side  of  Third  Street. 

Commissioner  Kearney  remarked  that  suspension  of  daytime  ball  games  at 
Candlestick  Park  might  be  a  difficult  thing  to  achieve.   Mr.  Brown  replied  that 
other  cities  have  dispensed  with  daytime  ball  games  on  Mondays  through  Fridays; 
and  he  felt  that  the  Giants  would  be  willing  to  do  the  same  if  the  stadium  at 
Candlestick  Park  could  be  modernized.   He  estimated  that  it  would  cost  between 
$15,000,000  and  $17,000,000  to  modernize  Candlestick  Park  Stadium;  and  he  felt 
that  such  an  expenditure  of  funds  would  be  more  sensible  than  spending  funds  to 
construct  a  new  stadium  downtown  which  would  probably  cost  us  as  much  as 
$250,000,000. 
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Willie  Thompson,  Executive  Director  of  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Develop- 
ment Corporation,  stated  that  he  viewed  effective  citizen  participation  as  some- 
thing more  than  attending  meetings  to  discuss  plans;  and  he  felt  that  some 
adequate  provision  or  assurance  should  be  given  that  residents  of  the  neighborhood 
could  have  economic  involvement  in  carrying  out  the  plan  which  had  been  proposed 
by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.   Residents  of  the  area  should  be 
permitted  to  own  a  portion  of  the  land  which  would  be  redeveloped;  and  they  should 
also  own  a  share  in  the  companies  which  would  actually  execute  the  developments. 
He  hoped  that  the  Commission  would  consider  this  problem  and  make  reference  to  it 
whenever  action  is  taken  on  the  recommendations  of  the  staff.   If  such  a  form  of 
participation  could  not  be  achieved  through  the  plan  proposed  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning,  he  hoped  that  it  could  be  achieved  under  the  Model  Cities  Pro- 
gram; and,  in  any  case,  he  felt  that  it  was  imperative  that  any  action  taken  by 
the  Commission  should  not  preclude  possible  plan  changes  in  the  future  if  a  Model 
Cities  Program  for  the  area  were  to  be  approved. 

The  Director  re-emphasized  that  the  planning  which  had  been  done  by  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  not  been  based  upon  a  Model  Cities 
project;  and  the  improvements  which  were  being  proposed  could  be  scheduled  outside 
of  the  Model  Cities  framework.   However,  if  a  Model  Cities  Program  for  the  area 
were  to  be  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  plan  which  had  been  prepared 
by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  serve  as  a  good  framework 
for  any  further  physical  planning  which  might  be  undertaken.   In  fact,  he  assumed 
that  one  of  the  effects  of  the  Model  Cities  Program  would  be  to  compact  the  long- 
range  and  short-range  implementation  schedule  which  had  been  described  by  Miss 
Brown. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  the  staff's  land  use  proposals  could  be  modified  at  a 
later  date,  also.   The  Director  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Brown  stated  that  he  felt  that  some  definite  provision  should  be  made 
for  future  alterations  of  the  plan  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  Director  replied  that  proposals  for  modification  of  the  plan  would 
have  to  come  before  the  Commission  in  the  form  of  requests  for  zone  changes, 
referrals,  etc.   With  regard  to  the  suggestion  made  by  Mr.  Thompson  to  the  effect 
that  a  policy  decision  should  be  taken  by  the  Commission  favoring  economic  par- 
ticipation of  residents  of  the  neighborhood  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  plan,  he 
stated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  recommend  that  this  type  of  participation  be 
encouraged  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.   However,  he  felt  that  it  should  be 
clearly  understood  that  the  role  of  the  Commission  in  making  this  sort  of  thing 
happen  would  be  sever ly  limited. 

President  Brinton  assured  Mr.  Brown  that  nothing  would  prevent  the  Com- 
mission from  altering  the  plan  presently  proposed  if  better  proposals  should 
materialize  in  the  future. 

Reuel  Brady,  representing  the  Bret  Harte  Improvement  Association, 
expressed  his  appreciation  to  the  Director  of  Planning  and  his  staff  for  the 
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attention  which  they  had  focused  on  the  South  Bayshore  area;  and  he  was  pleased 
that  residents  of  the  neighborhood  had  been  encouraged  to  sit  down  together  to 
consider  what  might  be  done  to  improve  their  neighborhood.   With  regard  to  the 
comments  made  by  Mr.  Sembler,  he  agreed  that  the  role  played  by  the  Port  Authority 
in  providing  jobs  is  important;  but  he  felt  that  providing  access  to  the  water 
for  residents  of  the  area  would  be  of  much  greater  importance  than  the  two  addi- 
tional piers  which  were  proposed  by  the  Port  Authority.   Therefore,  he  urged  the 
Commission  to  support  its  staff  and  to  encourage  development  of  the  India  Basin 
area  for  the  good  of  the  people  living  in  the  neighborhood.   In  conclusion,  Mr. 
Brady  noted  that  2,300  units  of  new  housing  are  being  constructed  in  Hunters 
Point;  and  he  felt  that  the  Commission  should  be  concerned  about  providing  ade- 
quate recreational  facilities  for  the  people  who  will  be  living  in  those  dwelling 
units. 

The  Director  stated  that  possibly  three  months  would  be  required  for  the 
actual  publication  of  the  South  Bayshore  Plan.   During  that  time,  further  con- 
sideration could  be  given  to  the  proposals  of  the  staff  by  the  residents  of  the 
subject  neighborhood.   Subsequently,  all  comments  on  the  proposals  would  be 
received  by  and  reviewed  by  the  Commission.   During  this  process,  the  staff  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  try  to  remain  completely  objective  regarding 
any  comments  or  suggestions  received. 

Commissioner  Kearney  asked  if  it  would  not  be  possible  to  redraw  the 
plans  for  the  India  Basin  area  to  accommodate  the  objectives  of  the  Port  Authority 
as  well  as  the  objectives  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

President  Brinton  felt  that  the  Commission  could  take  the  two  actions 
recommended  by  the  Director  of  Planning  without  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the 
Port.   If  the  staff  were  authorized  to  proceed  with  publication  of  the  plan,  work 
could  at  least  be  initiated  on  other  aspects  of  the  report  pending  resolution  of 
the  problem  raised  by  Mr.  Sembler. 

Commissioner  Porter  stated  that  the  Planning  Commission  has  always  tried 
to  work  in  cooperation  with  the  Port  Authority,  recognizing  that  it  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  city  to  have  a  large  and  vital  port  operation.   She  asked  if 
the  location  of  the  proposed  new  bridge  from  the  East  Bay  to  India  Basin  had  been 
definitely  established.   The  Director  replied  in  the  affirmative  and  indicated 
that  the  actual  location  of  the  bridge  would  not  effect  the  problem  cited  by  Mr. 
Sembler. 

Commissioner  Porter  remarked  that  the  plan  proposed  by  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  would  lose  a  great  deal  of  its  effectiveness  if  it 
were  opposed  by  the  Port  Authority.   Under  the  circumstances,  she  wondered  if  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  Port  Authority  had  made  a  diligent 
effort  to  reach  a  compromise  which  would  be  acceptable  from  both  points  of  view. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  problem  raised  by  Mr.  Sembler  had  been  a 
point  of  issue  for  quite  some  time;  and  he  indicated  that  the  matter  had  been 
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discussed  with  the  staff  of  the  Port  Authority.   In  preparing  its  recommendation 
for  the  Commission,  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  been  mindful 
of  many  values,  including  those  described  by  both  Mr.  Sembler  and  Mr.  Brady;  and, 
in  addition,  the  staff  had  recognized  that  actions  could  be  taken  by  the  Naval 
Reservation  to  further  close  the  water  entrance  to  India  Basin.   Although  the 
recommendations  which  had  been  given  to  the  Commission  represented  the  best 
thinking  of  the  staff  to  date,  he  would  be  willing  to  meet  further  with  the  Port 
Authority  to  discuss  the  problem.   However,  he  asked  the  Commission  to  authorize 
him  to  begin  preparing  the  proposed  plan  for  publication  during  the  present 
meeting. 

Commissioner  Newman  asked  if  the  Port  Authority  could  recommend  any 
alternatives  which  might  be  acceptable  to  all  parties  involved.   Mr.  Sembler 
replied  that  he  was  not  able  to  recommend  any  satisfactory  alternatives  to  the 
problem.   He  acknowledged  that  the  proposed  port  facilities  could  be  extended 
eastward  into  the  water;  however,  he  felt  that  such  an  arrangement  would  not  be 
economically  feasible.   He  emphasized  that  the  original  plans  proposed  by  the 
Port  Authority  had  extended  their  project  to  the  south;  however,  because  of  the 
concern  expressed  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  those  plans  had 
been  revised  to  remove  three  piers  and  to  move  the  entire  project  northward.   He 
believed  that  the  project  proposed  by  the  Port  Authority  would  not  restrict 
access  to  the  water  in  the  India  Basin  area  or  obstruct  views;  and  he  pointed 
out  that  other  areas  of  the  city,  notably  Telegraph  Hill,  have  expressed  a  desire 
that  shipping  operations  in  their  areas  not  be  discontinued. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  Port  Authority's  application  for  fill  would 
be  reviewed  by  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  September  20; 
and,  since  the  Commission  would  probably  be  requested  to  comment  on  that  appli- 
cation, he  felt  that  it  might  be  desirable  for  the  Commission  to  schedule  a 
detailed  presentation  of  the  Port  Authority's  proposal  during  the  Commission's 
regular  meeting  on  September  12.   During  the  interim,  he  would  meet  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Port  Authority  to  see  if  any  agreement  could  be  reached  with 
regard  to  alternate  schemes  for  development  of  the  India  Basin  area. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  it  was  likely  that  the  "Riviera"  proposed 
by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  at  India  Basin  would  be  con- 
structed if  the  issue  with  the  Port  Authority  could  be  resolved.   The  Director 
replied  thiit  he  did  not  know  the  answer  to  Commissioner  Porter's  question.   In 
any  case,  he  felt  that  use  of  the  term  "Riviera"  to  describe  the  proposal  of  the 
staff  was  unfortunate,  particularly  since  the  area  is  already  used  extensively 
by  the  people  in  the  neighborhood  who  would  be  willing  to  settle  for  a  lot  less 
than  the  plan  which  was  being  proposed. 

President  Brinton  felt  that  it  would  be  advisable  for  the  Commission  to 
defer  action  on  the  recommendations  of  the  Director  until  the  Port  Authority  has 
had  an  opportunity  to  make  its  presentation  on  September  12. 
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Commissioner  Fleishhacker  stated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  authorize 
the  staff  to  proceed  as  recommended  by  the  Director  subject  to  possible  amend- 
ment of  the  proposals  concerning  the  India  Basin  area.  He  also  asked  that  the 
staff  give  consideration  to  the  desirability  of  proposing  a  new  name  for  Third 
Street,  the  most  important  thoroughfare  in  the  South  Bayshore  area.  Ke  felt 
that  a  name  such  as  "Opportunity  Boulevard"  would  be  more  appropriate. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would 
also  be  willing  to  obtain  more  information  about  the  Navy's  plans  for  expanding 
northward  from  Hunters  Point. 

After  further  discussion  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  that  the  Director  be  authorized  to  proceed 
with  his  preparations  for  publication  of  all  aspects  of  the  plan  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  India  Basin  area. 

Commissioner  Newman  moved  that  the  motion  before  the  Commission  be 
amended  with  the  following  language: 

"The  City  Planning  Commission  also  requests  that  the  implementation  of 
this  plan,  as  well  as  more  detailed  planning  for  the  South  Bayshore  study  area, 
be  undertaken  with  maximum  possible  participation  of  residents  of  the  area  and 
that  participation  by  local  residents  in  the  physical,  economic  and  social 
development  and  benefits  of  the  community  be  supported  and  encouraged." 

This  motion  was  seconded  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and  carried  unanimously. 

When  the  question  was  called  on  the  main  motion  as  amended,  the  Commis- 
sion voted  unanimously  in  favor  of  it. 

Subsequently,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded  by  Commis- 
sioner Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  Director  also  be  authorized  to 
recommend  the  Board  of  Supervisors  the  schematic  plans  which  have  been  prepared 
for  the  Candlestick  Cove  and  South  Basin  area. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:30  P.M. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  September  5,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
September  5,  1968,  at  1:00  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:  William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter, 
Vice  President;  Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr.,  James  S. 
Kearney,  Walter  S.  Newman,  and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members 
of  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:  Thomas  J.  Mellon. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by 
Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director- 
Implementation;  Robert  Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator;  Wayne  Rieke, 
Planner  IV-Zoning;  Ruth  Jaffe,  Planner  IV;  Peter  Svirsky,  Planner  IV-Zoning; 
Robert  Frank,  Planner  II-Zoning;  and  Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Jack  Viets  represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle;  Donald  Canter 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Porter,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meetings  of  May  2, 
and  August  15,  1968,  be  approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

The  Director  reported  that  the  corner  premium  amendment  to  the 
Downtown  Zoning  Ordinance,  previously  disapproved  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  had  been  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  Monday.  The 
amendment  will  permit  the  20  per  cent  corner  premium  to  be  used  in  the 
downtown  office  district  in  lieu  of  the  amenity  bonuses  which  were  a  part  of 
the  Commission's  ordinance. 

The  Director  recommended  adoption  of  a  draft  resolution  by  which 
the  Commission  would  endorse  and  favorably  recommend  to  the  voters  of  San 
Francisco  the  proposed  addition  of  Section  69.2  to  the  Charter  authorizing 
Municipal  Improvement  Bonds.  After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner 
Porter,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  this 
draft  resolution  be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6257. 
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Subsequently,  the  Director  submitted  a  draft  resolution  by  which  the 
City  Planning  Commission  would  endorse  and  favorably  recommend  to  the  voters  of 
San  Francisco  both  the  Charter  amendment  and  the  assumption  of  bonded  indebtedness 
appearing  on  the  November  5,  1968,  ballot  whereby  the  transfer  of  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco  from  State  to  City  jurisdiction  would  be  effected.  After  discussion, 
it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried 
unanimously  that  this  draft  resolution  be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  No.  6258. 

After  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6260  be  adopted 
authorizing  Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  to  attend  the  1968  Conference 
of  the  American  Institute  of  Planners  to  be  held  in  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania, 
from  October  12,  1968, to  October  15,  1968,  inclusive. 

PRESENTATION  OF  CONSULTANT'S  FINAL  PLANS  FOR  l6TH  AND  2*tTH  STREET  TRANSIT  STATION 
AREAS  ON  MISSION  STREET. 

Donald  Head  and  Tom  Aidala,  representing  Urban  Design  Associates,  Inc. 
presented  and  described  their  final  plans  for  the  l6th  and  2^+th  Street  transit 
station  areas  on  Mission  Street.  The  plans  will  be  summarized  in  a  printed  report 
which  will  soon  be  available  in  the  files  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Commissioner  Kearney  congratulated  the  consultants  on  the  work  which 
they  had  done.  He  noted,  however,  that  the  palm  trees  which  would  provide  the 
basic  motif  for  the  street  were  pictured  as  the  tall  variety  of  palm  which  is 
typical  of  Los  Angeles;  and  he  wondered  if  consideration  had  been  given  to  using 
the  type  of  palm  trees  which  line  Dolores  Street.  He  felt  that  use  of  the  shorter 
palm  trees,  which  provide  branches  at  eye  level,  might  protect  against  a  certain 
"thinness"  which  might  result  from  use  of  the  taller  trees.  Commissioner  Kearney 
also  suggested  that  an  effort  should  be  made  to  place  benches  at  convenient  points 
along  Mission  Street  to  accommodate  women  shoppers  and  senior  citizens;  and  he 
believed  that  fountains  or  some  form  of  moving  water  should  be  provided  in  the 
plaza  areas.  In  conclusion,  he  suggested  that  the  Commission  might  wish  to 
consider  the  desirability  of  requesting  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
to  make  recommendations  for  the  setting  up  of  a  design  review  committee  to  review 
private  developments  proposed  for  Mission  Street  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Head  explained  that  date  palms  of  the  variety  growing  on  Dolores 
Street  have  very  thick  trunks  which  render  them  undesirable  for  use  on  streets  with 
heavy  pedestrian  traffic.  He  stated  that  benches  had  been  proposed  at  many  loca- 
tions; and  he  referred  to  plans  posted  on  the  wall  to  indicate  the  locations 
proposed  for  these  benches.  He  agreed  with  Commissioner  Kearney  that  fountains 
would  be  desirable  in  the  plaza  areas;  and  he  suggested  that  provision  of  fountains 
might  be  a  desirable  objective  for  a  merchants*  improvement  program.  He  noted  that 
all  of  the  fountains  and  sculpture  in  the  Fresno  Mall  had  been  provided  by  the 
merchants . 
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Commissioner  ilewman  felt  that  the  importance  of  adequate  lighting 
could  not  he  over-emphasized,  particularly  in  view  of  the  trend  toward  night-time 
shopping.  He  also  asked  what  paving  would  be  used  in  the  plaza  areas. 

Mr.  Head  replied  that  he  was  hopeful  that  shop  owners  along  Mission 
Street  could  be  persuaded  to  keep  their  shop  lights  on  until  10:00  P.M.  to  provide 
adequate  lighting.  He  stated  that  the  plaza  areas  would  be  paved  by  BART;  however, 
attempts  were  being  made  to  coordinate  the  materials  to  be  used  in  the  process  with 
the  materials  which  would  be  used  for  the  sidewalks. 

Commissioner  Newman  asked  for  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  implementing 
the  sidewalk  reconstruction  program  proposed  by  the  consultants.  Mr.  Head  replied 
that  it  would  cost  between  $250,000  and  $300,000  to  resurface  the  sidewalks  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  plazas  as  proposed;  however,  a  great  deal  more  money  would  be 
required  to  resurface  the  sidewalks  in  the  blocks  between  the  two  rapid  transit 
stations  on  Mission  Street.  In  reply  to  a  further  question  raised  by  Commissioner 
Hewman,  Mr.  Head  stated  that  the  cost  estimate  which  he  had  given  had  been  based 
on  the  assumption  that  50  per  cent  to  two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  resurfacing  the 
sidewalks  in  the  station  areas  would  be  borne  by  BART;  if  the  project  were  to  be 
paid  for  solely  by  the  city,  the  expense  would  be  much  greater. 

Commissioner  Newman  noted  that  BART  had  proposed  the  construction  of 
walls  along  the  sides  of  the  plazas  abutting  the  private  property;  and  he  asked  if 
there  were  any  indication  that  BART  would  be  willing  to  remove  the  walls  if  the 
private  property  owners  wished  to  take  advantage  of  their  plaza  frontage  in  an 
effective  and  attractive  way.  Mr.  Head  replied  that  discussions  had  been  held 
with  BART  regarding  plans  proposed  by  two  adjacent  property  owners  at  l6th  Street; 
however,  no  commitment  had  yet  been  obtained  from  BART  for  removal  of  the  walls. 

Commissioner  Porter  commented  on  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  had  different  opinions  with  respect 
to  the  number  of  traffic  lanes  which  should  be  provided  on  Mission  Street  when  it 
is  reconstructed;  and,  since  a  great  deal  of  the  success  of  the  reconstruction 
project  would  depend  upon  the  cooperation  of  BART,  she  felt  that  it  would  be 
desirable  if  the  two  city  departments  which  were  most  involved  could  reach  an 
early  agreement  on  a  plan  for  reconstruction  of  the  street  which  could  then  be 
coordinated  with  BART's  activities. 

The  Director  stated  that  he  had  purposely  not  asked  the  Commission  to 
take  any  action  on  the  consultant's  proposals  during  the  present  meeting.  He  noted 
that  the  proposals  being  made  by  the  consultants  were  their  own;  and  he  indicated 
that  those  proposals  would  now  be  reviewed  thoroughly  by  the  staff  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning.  Subsequently,  he  would  make  recommendations  on  specific 
aspects  of  the  plans  to  the  Commission;  and  those  formal  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  could  then  be  forwarded  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for  con- 
sideration. 
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Commissioner  Kearney  asked  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  make  the 
final  decision  regarding  the  width  of  sidewalks  on  Mission  Street.  The  Director 
replied  in  the  affirmative. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  consultant  report  be 
accepted  as  an  indication  of  satisfactory  completion  of  the  consultant's  contract. 

At  this  point  in  the  proceedings,  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  arrived  and 
assumed  his  seat  at  the  Commission  table. 

REVIEW  OF  FINAL  DESIGN  PLANS  FOR  SPROULE  LANE  HOTEL 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  noted  that  Resolu- 
tion No.  6250,  adopted  by  the  Planning  Commission  on  August  8,  1968,  had  required 
review  of  final  plans  for  the  subject  hotel  by  the  Commission  prior  to  their 
submission  to  the  Central  Permit  Bureau.  Mr.  Steele  described  the  plans  which  had 
been  submitted,  noting  that  the  cocktail  bar  previously  shown  on  the  first  floor 
had  been  changed  to  a  private  dining  room. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  the  applicants  were  proposing  to  move  the 
hotel  further  north  on  their  property.  Mr.  Steele  replied  that  the  hotel  had  been 
moved  northward  since  the  proposal  was  first  considered  by  the  Commission;  however, 
the  final  plans  now  under  review  were  identical  with  the  plans  approved  by  the 
Commission  on  August  8,  1968,  insofar  as  the  20  foot  setback  from  Sacramento  Street 
was  concerned. 

Commissioner  Porter  felt  that  the  exact  location  of  the  hotel  on  the 
subject  site  might  make  a  great  deal  of  difference  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
people  living  in  the  Nob  Hill  Apartments.  Mr.  Steele  replied  that  he  was  of  the 
opinion  that  the  setback  from  Sacramento  Street  would  improve  the  situation  from 
the  living  room  areas  of  dwelling  units  in  the  Nob  Hill  Apartment  Building. 

Subsequently,  in  response  to  further  questions  raised  by  Commissioner 
Porter,  Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  proposed  hotel  would  consist  of  26  rooms  and 
h   apartments,  and  that  it  would  provide  approximately  TO  off-street  parking  spaces. 

Commissioner  Kearney  inquired  about  the  color  of  the  exterior  of  the 
proposed  building.  Mr.  Cavadias,  representing  the  architectural  firm  of  John  Carl 
Warnecke  and  Associates,  stated  that  the  color  of  the  building  would  match  other 
buildings  in  the  area. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  the  applicants  own  additional  property  on 
Sproule  Lane.  Mr.  Steele  replied  in  the  affirmative  and  pointed  out  that  the 
additional  property  had  not  been  included  in  the  conditional  use  application  for 
the  subject  hotel. 
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In  response  to  a  question  raised  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  Mr.  Steele 
described  the  traffic  pattern  which  would  be  followed  by  visitors  to  the  hotel. 
He  also  specified  that  the  official  width  of  Sproule  Lane  was  35  feet  while  the 
pavement  is  only  21  feet  wide. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  automobiles  arriving  at  the  Hob  Hill 
Apartments  are  parked  by  attendants.  Mrs.  Bechtel,  resident  of  the  Nob  Hill 
Apartments9  replied  that  approximately  one-third  of  the  automobile  using  the  apart- 
ment house  garage  are  parked  by  attendants;  and,  in  any,  case,  individuals  parking 
their  automobiles  would  be  required  to  travel  a  great  distance  if  Sproule  Lane 
were  converted  into  a  one-way  street.  In  conclusion,  Ilrs.  Bechtel  asked  about  the 
design  of  the  top  of  the  proposed  hotel  building. 

Mr.  Cavadias  stated  that  the  top  of  the  building  would  consist  of  a 
mechanical  penthouse  which  would  be  completely  surrounded  by  apartments. 

Stuart  Kuhn,  representing  the  owner  of  the  Park  Lane  Apartment  Building, 
asked  when  construction  would  begin  on  the  proposed  hotel  and  how  traffic  problems 
would  be  handled  during  the  period  of  construction.  Mr.  Cavadias  stated  that 
ground  breaking  for  the  hotel  is  scheduled  to  take  place  in  approximately  three 
months;  the  building  will  be  under  construction  for  16  months. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  has  responsibility 
for  making  decisions  regarding  the  extent  to  which  construction  projects  are 
allowed  to  interfere  with  vehicular  traffic. 

Mr.  Kuhn  asked  if  Ewer  Place  is  a  public  right-of-way  which  the  city 
must  maintain.  The  Director  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

After  further  discussion,  the  Director  submitted  a  draft  resolution 
recommending  approval  of  the  final  plans  for  the  hotel  as  submitted.  Subsequently, 
it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried 
unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution  be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  No.  6259. 

At  2:50  P.M.,  President  Brinton  announced  that  the  meeting  was  recessed. 
Members  of  the  Commission  then  proceeded  to  Room  282,  City  Hall,  where  they  were 
joined  by  Commissioner  Wight,  and  reconvened  at  3:00  P.M.  for  hearing  of  the 
remainder  of  the  agenda. 

PUBLIC  HEARING  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  DOWNTOWN  ZONING  ORDINANCE  PERTAINING 
TO  FLOOR  AREA  RATIOS,  PARKING  EXEMPTIONS,  AND  TRANSITIONAL  HEIGHTS  IN  JACKSON 
SQUARE  AND  ADJACENT  AREAS.   (POSTPONED  FROM  MEETING  OF  JULY  11,  1968) 

R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Implementation,  reported  to  the 
Commission  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

"Three  changes  were  recommended  by  the  Planning  and 
Development  Committee  affecting  properties  in  Jackson  Square 


- 


- 


■        ■ 


9/5/68 


and  adjacent  areas.  All  three  would  permit  greater  flexi- 
bility in  the  development  and  use  of  property  in  those  areas, 
and  the  changes  were  recommended  in  partial  response  to  the 
requests  of  property  owners  made  at  hearings  of  the  Committee. 
The  three  changes  are  as  follows : 

a.  Floor  area  ratio.  In  the  C-2  district  covering 
Jackson  Square  and  adjacent  areas ,  the  floor  area 
ratio  is  governed  by  the  nearest  R  district:  C-2 
properties  nearest  to  R-U  have  a  floor  area  ratio 
limit  of  U.8:l,  and  those  nearest  to  R-5  have  a  limit 
of  10.0:1.  This  leaves  some  C-2  properties  quite  close 
to  the  downtown  (C-3)  districts  with  a  ratio  of 
U.8:l.  The  Committee  recommended  that  properties 
nearer  to  a  C-3  district  (in  this  case,  the  C-3-0 
district)  than  to  any  R  district  have  a  ratio  of 
10.0:1.  Such  a  change  would  make  the  system  more 
rational  in  this  specific  situation  in  Jackson  Square; 
in  addition  to  this  area  it  would  affect  two  other 
small  areas  west  of  the  Civic  Center.  In  Jackson 
Square,  of  course,  the  height  limit  of  65  feet  would 
still  prevail  whatever  the  floor  area  ratio  allowed. 

b.  Off-street  parking  exemptions.  In  the  special  use 
districts  covering  Jackson  Square  and  adjacent 
areas ,  the  ordinance  as  adopted  exempts  all  lots  up 
to  10,000  square  feet  in  area  from  off-street  parking 
requirements  for  commercial  buildings ,  recognizing 
the  small  scale  of  development,  the  desirability  of 
retaining  older  buildings,  the  sidewalk  and  street 
congestion,  and  the  fact  that  public  parking  faci- 
lities are  being  provided.  This  exemption  would 
cover  the  great  majority  of  lots  in  the  area,  and 
would  tend  to  discourage  mergers  to  form  larger  lots. 
The  Committee  report  recommended  increasing  the 
exemption  to  cover  all  lots  up  to  20,000  square  feet. 
This  change  would  be  nearly  tantamount  to  removing 
parking  requirements  altogether  in  the  area,  permit- 
ting assembly  and  development  at  a  considerable  scale 
without  parking. 

If  the  size  for  exempted  lots  is  to  be  increased 
at  all,  there  are  alternatives  to  the  amendment 
proposed.  One  of  these,  which  the  staff  recommends 
to  you,  would  be  to  continue  to  exempt  the  first 
10,000  square  feet  of  lot  area  regardless  of  the 
size  of  the  lot,  charging  the  developer  with  a 
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parking  requirement  only  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  by  which  his  lot  area  exceeded  10,000 
square  feet. 

c.  Transitional  height  limits.  Jackson  Square, 
North  Beach,  and  the  east  slope  of  Hob  Hill 
have  height  limits  of  65,  105,  and  160  feet» 
and  these  limits  are  uniform  throughout  the 
areas  covered.  The  Committee  report  recommends 
that  the  Planning  Commission  be  empowered 
through  conditional  use  procedures  to  allow 
greater  heights  along  the  edges  of  these 
districts,  up  to  the  height  that  applies  just 
outside  the  district.  Where  there  is  no  limit 
just  outside  the  district,  as  along  Washington 
Street  next  to  the  C-3-0  district,  the  Commission 
could  permit  unlimited  height.  While  this 
flexibility  could  be  desirable  in  some  instances, 
and  could  achieve  some  positive  design  objectives , 
it  has  been  alleged  that  it  could  lead  to  abuse 
in  practice,  and  that  an  amendment  of  this  kind 
would  simply  be  one  step  in  a  gradual  loosening 
of  height  restrictions  in  these  areas.  The 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  have  written  to  the 
Commission  to  indicate  their  opposition  to  the 
proposed  parking  and  height  limit  changes." 

Philip  S.  Ehrlich,  attorney  for  20  owners  of  property  in  the  area 
between  Washington  Street  and  Broadway,  stated  that  he  would  prefer  to  withhold 
his  comments  until  the  Director  had  made  his  recommendation  if  such  a  procedure 
would  be  allowable  under  the  Commission's  rules  and  regulations.  President  3rinton, 
noting  that  other  people  were  present  in  the  audience  who  might  wish  to  speak  on 
this  matter,  asked  that  Mr.  Ehrlich  proceed  with  his  comments  in  advance  of  the 
Director's  recommendation  in  accordance  with  the  Commission's  regular  rules  and 
procedures. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  advised  the  Commission  that  his  clients  supported  the  three 
changes  which  were  presently  being  considered.  Subsequently,  he  read  from  the 
text  of  the  proposed  ordinance  which  would  allow  transitional  heights  along  the 
edges  of  certain  special  height  districts,  pointing  out  that  both  by  the  text  of 
the  proposed  ordinance  and  by  the  provisions  of  Section  30^+. 3  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  the  Commission  would  retain  a  great  deal  of  control  over  any  exemptions  from 
the  specific  height  limit  applying  in  the  transitional  areas. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  emphasized  that  many  buildings  in  the  neighborhood  of  areas 
proposed  as  transitional  zones  exceed  the  height  limits  in  effect  inside  the 
special  height  districts;  and,  in  any  case,  he  felt  that  Washington  Street  should 
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serve  as  a  natural  boundary  for  the  taller  buildings  which  characterize  downtown 
San  Francisco.  Since  buildings  of  great  height  already  exist  in  the  general  area, 
he  felt  that  it  would  not  be  inappropriate  for  the  Commission  to  be  able  to  use 
its  discretion  to  approve  other  buildings  in  the  height  districts  with  heights  in 
excess  of  65  feet;  in  fact,  if  the  proposed  ordinance  were  properly  administered, 
he  believed  that  the  community  would  benefit  from  the  more  flexible  planning  which 
it  would  allow. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  remarked  that  there  is  at  present  no  "square"  in  Jackson 
Square;  and,  if  the  present  65  foot  height  limit  were  to  continue  in  effect  over 
the  entire  area,  it  seemed  to  him  likely  that  private  enterprise  would  not  be  able 
to  provide  any  open  space  in  the  neighborhood.  However,  if  transitional  heights 
were  to  be  approved,  it  might  be  possible  to  design  buildings  for  the  area  which 
would  provide  some  open  space  amenity.  Furthermore,  if  taller  buildings  were  to 
be  allowed  in  the  transitional  area,  he  felt  that  it  would  not  result  in  drastic 
alteration  of  the  city  skyline;  and  he  submitted  a  photograph  which  he  had  taken 
to  support  this  point. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  stated  that  members  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  had  admitted  that  the  proposed  transitional  height  areas  would  have  some 
benefit;  however,  they  seemed  to  believe  that  approval  of  the  present  proposal 
could  serve  as  a  wedge  which  would  result  in  eventual  destruction  of  Jackson  Square, 
He  indicated  that  he  did  not  agree  with  that  point  of  view;  and  he  advised  the 
Commission  that  none  of  his  clients  have  indicated  a  desire  to  ask  for  relief  from 
the  65  foot  height  limit  at  the  present  time.  Under  the  circumstances,  he  felt 
that  the  "foot  in  the  door"  argument  did  not  have  much  foundation. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  subsequently  addressed  himself  to  the  proposed  amendment 
which  will  allow  exemptions  from  off-street  parking  and  loading  requirements  in 
the  Jackson  Square  area.  Under  the  present  ordinance,  if  his  clients  chose  to 
construct  a  building  in  excess  of  10,000  square  feet,  they  would  be  required  to 
provide  one  parking  space  for  every  500  square  feet  of  commercial  floor  area. 
Thus,  kO   per  cent  of  any  development  exceeding  10,000  square  feet  would  have  to  be 
devoted  to  parking;  and,  under  the  present  65-foot  height  limit,  a  building  of 
six  stories  would  have  to  reserve  2.U  stories  for  parking.  Such  buildings  would 
probably  be  uneconomical;  and,  as  a  result,  properties  in  the  area  would  probably 
have  to  be  used  only  for  open  parking  lots.  This  sort  of  requirement,  which  would 
severly  hinder  development,  seemed  to  his  clients  to  be  unfair  particularly  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  Chinese  Cultural  Center,  which  would  be  located  directly 
across  Washington  Street  from  some  of  their  properties,  would  be  allowed  to  rise 
to  a  height  of  30  stories  with  a  maximum  limit  of  7  per  cent  of  its  floor  area 
being  used  for  parking.  He  noted  that  there  is  already  a  trend  towards  use  of 
properties  in  the  Jackson  Square  area  for  open  parking  lots;  and  he  urged  the 
Commission  not  to  accelerate  this  trend  by  disapproving  the  proposed  parking 
exemption  amendment. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  stated  that  he  believed  that  there  was  little  or  no  contro- 
versy concerning  the  proposed  floor  area  ratio  amendment;  and,  therefore,  he 
deferred  comment  on  that  amendment  pending  an  announcement  of  the  Director's 
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recommendations.  He  also  advised  the  Commission  that  some  of  his  clients  were 
present  in  the  audience;  however,  he  believed  that  they  would  be  willing  to  defer 
any  of  their  comments  until  the  Director's  recommendation  had  been  made  known. 

At  the  request  of  President  Brinton,  the  property  owners  who  were  being 
represented  by  Mr.  Ehrlich  stood  and  identified  themselves. 

Gerald  Cauthen,  President  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  advised  the 
Commission  that  the  Board  of  Directors  of  his  organization  had  voted  unanimously 
to  oppose  any  relaxation  of  the  existing  65-foot  height  limit  in  Jackson  Square. 
He  noted  that  the  northern  boundary  of  the  downtown  district  had  previously  been 
set  at  Clay  Street;  however,  only  one  year  ago,  the  Commission  had  acted  to  move 
this  boundary  northward  to  Washington  Street.  Almost  immediately  following  that 
action,  pressures  had  started  to  arise  to  move  the  boundary  even  further  northward. 
Mr.  Cauthen  assumed  that  Mr.  Ehrlich' s  statement  to  the  effect  that  none  of  his 
clients  had  any  present  intention  of  exceeding  the  65-foot  height  limit  was 
sincere;  however,  he  felt  that  the  Commission  should  recognize  that  situations 
may  change  significantly  within  the  next  five  years.  In  his  opinion,  unrestricted 
high  rise  development  might  be  proper  in  places  such  as  New  York  City;  however, 
in  cities  which  have  hills,  uncontrolled  high-rise  development  causes  people  to 
be  concerned  about  their  views.  Mr.  Cauthen  noted  that  there  has  been  a  great 
deal  of  talk  about  businesses  leaving  San  Francisco  because  of  various  restrictions; 
but  he  felt  that  the  time  had  come  to  give  equal  consideration  to  residential 
property  owners  in  the  city  who  may  be  forced  to  seek  property  elsewhere  if  their 
amenities  in  the  city  are  destroyed.  He  remarked  that  there  are  many  people  on 
Telegraph  Hill  who  would  like  to  exceed  the  UO-foot  height  limit  which  governs 
construction  in  their  neighborhood;  however,  most  of  them  were  willing  to  consider 
both  the  inside  and  outside  effects  which  such  buildings  would  have.  Furthermore, 
while  Mr.  Ehrlich  had  indicated  that  his  clients  felt  that  they  would  suffer  serious 
inequity  if  they  were  not  allowed  to  construct  buildings  on  the  north  side  of 
Washington  Street  which  would  be  equal  to  those  allowed  on  the  south  side  of 
Washington  Street ,  he  pointed  out  that  there  are  now  many  buildings  south  of 
Washington  Street  which  have  not  even  attained  a  height  of  65  feet.  Under  the 
circumstances ,  he  felt  that  no  action  should  be  taken  to  allow  high  rise  buildings 
north  of  Washington  Street  at  least  until  such  time  as  a  high  rise  "wall"  has  in 
fact  been  constructed  south,  of  that  thoroughfare. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  had  taken  any 
position  with  regard  to  the  parking  exemption  amendment.  In  reply,  Mr.  Cauthen 
noted  that  most  of  the  buildings  in  Jackson  Square  at  present  are  small  in  size; 
and  he  felt  that  the  scale  and  character  of  Jackson  Square  would  be  threatened  if 
the  parking  exemption  now  proposed  were  to  be  approved  since  those  exemptions 
would  encourage  construction  of  larger  buildings  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Steele  submitted  his  recommendations  on  the  proposed  amendments  to 
the  Commission  in  the  form  of  three  draft  resolutions.  Adoption  of  the  first 
resolution  would  result  in  approval  of  the  floor  area  ratio  amendment.  Adoption 
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of  the  second  draft  resolution  would  result  in  disapproval  of  the  parking  exemption 
amendment  as  proposed  and  approval  of  a  modified  amendment  which  would  be  worded 
as  follows:   "Where  the  size  of  the  lot  in  such  special  use  districts  does  exceed 
10,000  square  feet,  the  parking  requirement  for  any  use  other  than  dwellings  shall 
be  in  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  amount  stated  in  Section  138  as 
the  lot  area  in  excess  of  10,000  square  feet  bears  to  the  total  area  of  the  lot." 
The  third  draft  resolution,  if  adopted,  would  approve  the  amendment  allowing  the 
transitional  heights  in  Jackson  Square  and  adjacent  areas. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  indicated  that  he  supported  Mr.  Steele's  recommendations  on 
the  floor  area  ratio  and  height  limit  amendments.  However,  he  believed  that  the 
modified  parking  exemption  amendment  which  had  been  recommended  by  the  staff  would 
continue  to  deny  property  owners  in  the  subject  area  the  same  benefits  as  are 
enjoyed  by  property  owners  in  the  C-3-0  district.  Although  the  modified  amendment 
would  alleviate  the  problems  involved  in  providing  parking  spaces  for  buildings  up 
to  20,000  square  feet,  any  buildings  exceeding  20,000  square  feet  would  be  required 
to  devote  20  per  cent  of  their  floor  area  for  parking. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  transitional  height  limit 
amendment  would  allow  buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Washington  Street  to  rise  to 
the  same  height  as  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  the  street.  The  Director  replied 
that  height  in  the  transitional  area  would  be  governed  only  by  the  Commission's 
discretion  and  by  the  floor  area  ratio  to  which  such  properties  would  be  subject. 

President  Brinton  felt  that  use  of  the  term  "transitional"  height  limits 
was  somewhat  misleading.  While  he  tended  to  think  of  "transitional"  heights  in 
terms  of  a  "stepping-down"  effect,  the  amendment  recommended  by  the  staff  could 
result  in  a  simple  extension  of  the  unlimited  height  presently  allowed  in  the 
C-3-0  district. 

The  Director  believed  that  the  10  to  1  floor  area  ratio  in  the  trans- 
itional height  area  would  exert  a  strong  control  over  the  ultimate  height  of 
buildings  proposed  for  the  transitional  area. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  the  proposed  transitional  height  amendment 
would  allow  the  Commission  to  exercise  its  discretion  with  regard  to  floor  area 
ratio  standards,  also.  The  Director  replied  in  the  negative,  emphasizing  that  the 
proposed  10  to  1  floor  area  ratio  could  not  be  exceeded.  The  Commission's 
discretion  would  involve  questions  of  height  only. 

After  Commissioner  Fleishhacker  had  asked  him  to  elaborate  further  on 
his  objection  to  the  modified  parking  amendment  which  had  been  recommended  by  the 
staff,  Mr.  Ehrlich  repeated  the  computations  which  indicated  to  him  that  a  six 
story  building  containing  60,000  square  feet  would  be  required  to  reserve  2U,000 
square  feet  of  the  gross  floor  area  for  parking  if  the  parking  exemption  amendment 
suggested  by  the  Planning  and  Development  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
were  not  to  be  approved.  He  noted  that  people  opposing  the  parking  exemptions  had 
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felt  that  the  parking  requirements  set  by  the  original  ordinance  would  tend  to 
discourage  property  mergers  in  the  Jackson  Square  area.  However,  he  was  of  the 
opinion  that  retention  of  small  lots  in  the  Jackson  Square  area  would  not  neces- 
sarily assure  that  the  character  of  the  area  will  be  maintained;  and,  in  fact,  he 
felt  that  buildings  could  be  designed  more  creatively  if  larger  building  sites  are 
available.  In  any  case,  it  did  not  seem  to  him  appropriate  that  parking  require- 
ments should  be  used  to  hinder  property  consolidation.-  Instead,  he  felt  that  the 
Commission's  principal  concern  should  be  to  establish  parking  requirements  which 
would  be  appropriate  for  the  area. 

The  Director  remarked  that  the  ordinance  would  not  require  that  parking 
be  located  within  the  same  building  which  it  would  be  intended  to  serve;  in  fact, 
the  parking  spaces  could  be  located  on  another  parcel  of  property  within  800  feet 
of  the  property  generating  the  need  for  parking  spaces. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  stated  that  the  economic  disability  being  faced  by  property 
owners  in  the  Jackson  Square  area  would  be  the  same  in  either  case;  and  if  the 
property  owner  were  required  to  provide  parking  spaces  on  a  separate  lot,  he  would, 
in  fact,  be  providing  parking  spaces  for  his  neighbors. 

The  Director  stated  that  he  felt  that  construction  of  separate  parking 
facilities  can  be  desirable;  and  he  indicated  that  such  an  arrangement  was 
recently  approved  by  the  Commission  when  it  acted  on  a  conditional  use  application 
requesting  permission  to  convert  the  Stanford  Court  Apartments  for  hotel  use.  In 
any  event,  the  modified  amendment  proposed  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  seemed  to  him  to  be  eminently  reasonable  since  it  would  gradually  require 
provision  of  a  greater  number  of  parking  spaces  instead  of  setting  an  arbitrary 
square  footage  figure  as  the  dividing  line  between  buildings  which  would  have  to 
provide  all  of  the  parking  spaces  required  by  the  Code  and  those  which  would  be 
required  to  provide  no  parking  spaces  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Ehrlich  suggested  that  the  Commission  should  ask  itself  if  the 
parking  standards  proposed  would  be  appropriate  for  the  subject  neighborhood  or  if 
the  effect  of  those  parking  requirements  would  be  to  force  property  owners  in 
Jackson  Square  to  provide  parking  spaces  for  the  adjacent  C-3-0  District. 

Mr.  Cauthen  stated  that  his  organization  would  be  the  last  one  to  want 
to  encourage  more  automobiles  to  come  to  the  Jackson  Square  area;  however,  in  view 
of  the  floor  area  ratio  and  height  amendments  which  were  being  recommended  by  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  it  seemed  to  him  that  only  the  requirement 
for  provision  of  parking  spaces  would  restrict  the  size  of  new  buildings  in  the 
Jackson  Square  area. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  6261 
be  adopted  and  that  the  floor  area  ratio  amendment  to  the  downtown  zoning  ordinance 
pertaining  to  Jackson  Square  and  adjacent  areas  be  approved. 
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Subsequently,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Fleishhacker  that  the  draft  resolution  pertaining  to  parking  exemptions 
in  Jackson  Square  and  adjacent  areas  be  adopted.  When  the  question  was  called,  the 
Commission  voted  unanimously  to  adopt  Resolution  No.  6262  approving  the  modified 
parking  exemption  amendment  recommended  by  the  Director  of  Planning. 

It  was  then  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter  and  seconded  by  Commissioner 
Newman  that  the  draft  resolution  concerning  transitional  heights  in  Jackson 
Square  and  adjacent  areas  be  adopted. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  felt  that  the  discretion  which  would  be  given 
to  the  Commission  in  approving  unlimited  heights  for  the  transitional  area  would 
place  tremendous  pressure  on  the  Commission.  Commissioner  Porter  felt  that  the 
responsibility  which  would  have  to  be  assumed  by  the  Commission  would  be  similar 
to  that  which  the  Commission  faces  in  making  decisions  on  conditional  use  applica- 
tions ;  and,  having  faith  in  the  judgment  and  integrity  of  the  staff  and  of  the 
Commission,  she  felt  that  the  discretion  which  would  be  granted  by  the  proposed 
amendment  would  be  handled  wisely. 

When  the  question  was  called,  the  Commission  voted  unanimously  to  adopt 
Resolution  Ho.  6263  approving  the  transitional  height  amendment  to  the  Downtown 
Zoning  Ordinance  for  Jackson  Square  and  adjacent  areas. 

At  fc:20  P.M.  President  Brinton  announced  a  five  minute  recess.  The 
Commission  reconvened  at  U:25  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  hearing  of  the  remainder  of 
the  calendar. 

ZM68.9        960  Haight  Street,  north  line,  1+75  feet  east  of  Broderick  Street. 
R-3  and  R-U  to  C-l  District 

Mr.  Steele  referred  to  land  use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject 
property.  He  indicated  that  the  applicant  had  requested  reclassification  of  the 
subject  property  to  C-l  so  that  a  5*+  room  hotel  could  be  built  on  the  site.  He 
indicated  that  the  Commission,  in  19&2,  had  authorized  the  applicant  to  construct 
a  conditional  use  32  room  hotel  on  the  two  Haight  Street  .lots  which  were  included 
in  the  present  application.  However,  the  applicant  was  unable  to  secure  financing 
for  that  project;  and  he  had  applied  on  three  subsequent  occasions  for  conditional 
use  authorizations  for  an  additional  21  rooms.  Also,  in  1966,  the  applicant  had 
applied  for  rezoning  of  the  three  subject  lots  to  C-l.  That  application  had  been 
disapproved  unanimously  by  the  City  Planning  Commission;  and  insufficient  votes 
had  been  cast  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  overrule  the  Commission's  decision. 
Subsequently,  in  1967,  the  applicant  had  proposed  to  build  a  conditional  use 
120  bed  convalescent  hospital  on  the  three-lot  site.  That  application  had  been 
taken  under  advisement  by  the  Commission  pending  submission  of  more  detailed 
plans;  and,  since  the  plans  had  never  been  submitted,  that  application  was  still 
being  continued  under  advisement. 
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Frank  Kukula,  the  applicant,  stated  that  he  felt  that  a  hotel  is  needed 
in  the  subject  portion  of  the  city.  He  indicated  that  no  one  had  ever  appeared 
before  the  City  Planning  Commission  or  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  speak  in 
opposition  to  his  proposal  for  constructing  a  hotel  on  the  site;  and,  in  fact, 
95  per  cent  of  the  property  owners  in  the  immediate  vicinity  had  signed  a  petition 
supporting  him  in  his  appeal  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  the  hotel  was  last 
disapproved  by  the  Commission.  He  emphasized  that  the  Commission  had  previously 
approved  a  32  room  hotel  for  the  site;  but  that  project  had  not  proven  to  be 
financially  feasible. 

Leo  Olson,  one  of  a  group  of  partners  owning  property  adjacent  to  the 
subject  site,  stated  that  neither  he  nor  the  owner  of  property  located  at  121 
Broderick  were  in  favor  of  Mr.  Kukula's  proposal.  He  assumed  that  other  property 
owners  in  the  area  might  have  objections  to  the  project,  also;  however,  since  he 
had  been  on  vacation  when  notice  had  been  given  of  the  Commission's  hearing  on 
this  matter,  he  had  not  had  an  opportunity  to  talk  with  other  property  owners  in 
the  area. 

Mr.  Olson  remarked  that  the  existing  density  of  the  neighborhood  causes 
serious  parking  problems;  and  he  noted  that  this  situation  was  further  complicated 
recently  when  the  Haight  Street  bus  was  diverted  onto  Broderick  Street.  Under  the 
circumstances ,  he  felt  that  construction  of  a  hotel  on  the  subject  property  would 
make  the  parking  problem  much  worse,  particularly  if  the  hotel  were  to  have  5^ 
rooms  and  only  7  parking  spaces.  He  acknowledged  that  there  is  a  need  for  addi- 
tional hotel  facilities  in  the  Haight  Ashbury  District;  however,  if  a  hotel  were 
to  be  constructed  on  the  subject  property,  he  believed  that  it  would  have  the 
effect  of  extending  the  Haight  Ashbury  District  further  eastward  into  the  subject 
neighborhood.  For  these  reasons,  he  and  other  residents  and  property  owners  in 
the  neighborhood  were  concerned  about  the  applicant's  proposal. 

Mr.  Steele  submitted  a  draft  resolution  of  disapproval  and  recommended 
its  adoption.  He  noted  that  the  proposed  reclassification  would  create  an 
isolated  three  lot  C-l  district  within  an  area  zoned  and  developed  residentially; 
and,  since  the  subject  property  is  located  less  than  one  block  from  the  ample 
C-2  district  along  Divisidero  Street,  there  appeared  to  him  to  be  no  public  need 
for  creation  of  the  C-l  district  requested  by  the  applicant. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Porter,  and  carried  unanimously  that  Resolution  No.  626h  be 
adopted  and  that  the  subject  application  be  disapproved. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  about  the  current  status  of  Mr.  Kukula's 
conditional  use  application  for  a  convalescent  hospital  on  the  subject  site. 
Mr.  Kukula  replied  that  that  application  had  been  taken  under  advisement  until  he 
could  submit  more  detailed  plans  for  the  project;  however,  since  he  had  already 
spent  $27,000  for  plans  for  the  32  unit  hotel  which  was  previously  approved  by  the 
Commission,  he  felt  that  he  could  not  afford  to  spend  any  more  money  on  plans  until 
proper  zoning  of  the  site  is  obtained  from  the  Commission  or  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  He  stated  that  he  had  expected  to  be  turned  down  by  the  Commission 
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on  his  present  request  for  reclassification  of  the  property  to  C-lj  and,  since 
that  request  would  have  resulted  in  spot  zoning,  he  did  not  blame  the  Commission 
for  the  action  which  they  had  taken. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  conditional  use  application  for  a  convales- 
cent hospital  could  be  considered  again  by  the  Commission  if  more  detailed  plans 
were  to  be  submitted  by  the  applicant  as  requested;  otherwise,  the  application 
could  be  denied  by  the  Commission  or  withdrawn  at  the  request  of  the  applicant. 

ZM68.20       2  Castro  Street,  southwest  corner  of  Duboce  Avenue. 
R-3  to  an  R-U  District. 

AND 

CU68.23       2  Castro  Street,  southwest  corner  of  Duboce  Avenue. 

Request  for  authorization  to  convert  first  floor  of  existing  apartment 
building  for  medical  office  use. 

Mr.  Steele  referred  to  land  use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject 
property.  He  stated  that  the  applicant  had  requested  reclassification  of  the 
property  to  R-k   and  subsequent  approval  of  the  conditional  use  application  so  that 
the  three  dwelling  units  on  the  first  floor  of  the  existing  apartment  building 
could  be  converted  for  medical  office  use.  The  proposed  offices,  which  would  be 
occupied  by  a  prospective  purchaser  of  the  property,  would  have  a  floor  area  of 
approximately  2,500  square  feet;  and  the  five  remaining  dwelling  units  would  be 
retained.  In  addition  to  the  five  parking  spaces  which  would  have  to  be  retained 
for  the  five  remaining  dwelling  units ,  eight  parking  spaces  would  have  to  be 
provided  for  the  medical  office  space.  Thus,  three  additional  parking  spaces  would 
have  to  be  added  to  the  ten  which  are  provided  on  the  subject  lot.  In  conclusion, 
Mr.  Steele  stated  that  the  Commission,  in  1967,  had  disapproved  an  application 
requesting  reclassification  of  the  subject  property  to  C-l  so  that  the  bottom  two 
floors  of  the  existing  apartment  building  could  be  converted  for  medical  office 
use;  and,  subsequent  to  disapproval  of  that  application,  two  further  applications 
requesting  reclassification  of  the  property  to  Ti-k   and  conditional  use  authorization 
for  conversion  of  two  floors  of  the  building  for  medical  office  use  were  considered 
and  disapproved  by  the  Commission. 

Jack  K.  Dooling,  attorney  for  the  applicant,  requested  that  hearing  of 
this  matter  be  postponed.  He  noted  that  Commissioner  Elliott  was  absent;  and  he 
indicated  that  he  would  prefer  to  have  the  subject  application  considered  by  the 
full  Commission.  Furthermore,  he  had  recently  received  a  letter  from  the  Buena 
Vista  Neighborhood  Association  expressing  concern  about  the  possibility  that 
approval  of  the  subject  request  for  reclassification  of  his  client4s  property  to 
R-U  could  lead  to  high-rise  construction  in  the  neighborhood  in  the  future;  and, 
while  he  had  discussed  with  his  clients  the  possibility  of  transferring  air  rights 
above  the  subject  property  to  the  Buena  Vista  Neighborhood  Association  or  to  the 
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city  itself  in  order  to  alleviate  the  neighborhood's  concern  about  the  possibility 
of  high  rise  construction  on  the  site,  additional  time  would  be  needed  to  reach 
decisions  regarding  the  feasibility  of  such  a  transaction.  Finally,  while 
Mr.  Steele  had  indicated  that  the  parking  requirement  for  the  building  would  be 
based  on  2,500  square  feet  of  medical  office  space,  Mr.  Rieke,  a  member  of  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  had  previously  indicated  that  the 
parking  would  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  1,U00  square  feet  of  medical  office  space; 
and  he  wished  to  have  additional  time  to  resolve  that  problem.  Therefore,  he 
asked  that  hearing  of  the  subject  application  be  postponed. 

Allan  Brotsky,  representing  the  Buena  Vista  Neighborhood  Association, 
stated  that  he  would  have  no  objection  to  the  postponement  requested  by  Mr.  Dooling 
since  residents  of  the  neighborhood  have  always  been  more  than  willing  to  try  to 
work  with  developers  to  resolve  problems  of  this  sort.  However,  in  addition  to 
the  problems  of  spot  zoning  and  the  possibility  of  future  high-rise  construction 
on  the  site,  he  felt  that  it  should  be  clearly  understood  that  members  of  his 
association  were  also  concerned  about  density,  traffic  congestion,  and  preservation 
of  the  present  character  of  the  neighborhood.  He  doubted  that  members  of  his 
association  could  ever  agree  to  support  rezoning  of  the  subject  property;  and,  if 
one  floor  of  the  existing  apartment  building  could  not  be  converted  for  medical 
office  use  without  rezoning,  he  felt  that  his  association  would  have  to  oppose 
that  use  of  the  building,  also. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  the  neighborhood  association  would  be  willing 
to  consent  to  the  postponement  requested  by  Mr.  Dooling  so  that  the  possibility 
of  drafting  a  covenant  to  run  with  the  land  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
neighborhood  could  be  given  further  consideration.  Mr.  Brotsky  remarked  that  it 
was  unfortunate  that  Mr.  Dooling' s  proposal  had  not  been  discussed  with  members 
of  the  neighborhood  association  at  an  earlier  date  so  that  residents  of  the 
neighborhood  could  have  avoided  wasting  their  time  by  coming  to  the  present  meeting. 
However,  he  would  be  willing  to  agree  to  the  postponement  requested  if  at  least 
90  days  were  allowed  for  a  thorough  discussion  of  this  matter  with  members  of  his 
organization.  He  stated  that  the  Buena  Vista  Neighborhood  Association  has  a 
large  membership;  and  he  believed  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to  consider  the 
applicant's  proposal  democratically  unless  the  Commission's  hearing  were  postponed 
for  at  least  90  days. 

Mr.  Dooling  replied  that  time  is  somewhat  of  the  essence  for.iJisc£lie.n1>s. 
and  asked  if  a  60  day  postponement  would  be  acceptable  to  Mr.  Brotsky.  Mr.  Brotsky 
replied  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Martinez,  property  owner  in  the  subject  neighborhood,  noted  that 
the  neighborhood  is  presently  involved  in  a  Federally  Assisted  Code  Enforcement 
program.  As  part  of  that  program,  buildings  are  being  brought  up  to  Code  standards, 
underground  wiring  is  being  installed,  and  the  sidewalks  are  being  narrowed;  and, 
while  she  was  not  opposed  to  spending  money  for  such  improvements,  the  necessary 
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expenditures  i/ould  be  made  much  less  happily  if  actions  were  to  be  taken  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  which  would  increase  the  density  and  parking  congestion 
in  the  area.  Personally,  she  felt  that  nothing  could  be  resolved  during  the 
60  day  postponement. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  By  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Fleishhacker,  and  carried  unanimously  that  hearing  of  both  of  the 
subject  applications  be  postponed  until  the  Commission's  regular  meeting  on 
November  7,  1968,  at  3:15  P.M. 

CU68.22       Property  located  at  northeast  corner  of  Washington  and  Kearney 
Streets. 
Request  for  a  parking  lot  in  a  C-2  Special  Use  District. 

Mr.  Steele  referred  to  land  use  and  zoning  maps  to  describe  the  subject 
property.  He  informed  the  Commission  that  the  applicant  had  proposed  to  raze  the 
building  which  presently  exists  on  the  site  and  to  construct  a  conditional  use 
parking  lot  in  its  stead.  He  indicated  that  a  parking  lot  could  be  authorized  as 
a  conditional  use  in  the  new  Washington-Broadway  Special  Use  District. 

Robert  J.  Gloistein,  attorney  for  the  applicants,  stated  that  his  clients 
believed  that  there  is  a  need  for  additional  parking  facilities  in  the  subject 
neighborhood;  and  he  pointed  out  that  automobiles  parking  on  the  subject  property 
would  have  easy  access  to  both  Clay  and  Washington  Streets  which  connect  with 
freeway  ramps.  He  described  landscaping  plans  for  the  proposed  parking  lot  which 
had  been  developed  in  consultation  with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning; and  he  stated  that  he  felt  that  the  parking  lot  would  be  much  more  of  an 
asset  to  the  neighborhood  than  the  uneconomic  eyesore  which  presently  exists  on 
the  site. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  if  the  proposed  parking  lot  would  have 
entrances  and  exits  on  both  Washington  and  Kearney  Streets.  Mr.  Gloistein  replied 
in  the  affirmative. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  asked  about  the  age  of  the  building  presently 
occupying  on  the  site.  Mr.  Gloistein  stated  that  the  building  was  constructed  in 
1907". 

Richard  Hunter,  one  of  the  owners  of  the  subject  property,  informed  the 
Commission  that  revenues  from  the  existing  building  have  decreased  markedly  in 
the  last  two  years;  and,  as  a  result  of  the  recent  tax  increase,  net  returns  from 
the  property  are  presently  approaching  zero.  Therefore,  it  had  been  determined 
that  the  existing  building  should  be  demolished.  He  stated  that  he  and  his  family 
hoped  to  construct  a  new  building  on  the  property  at  some  future  date;  however, 
until  such  time  as  construction  plans  and  financing  plans  for  the  new  building 
could  be  completed,  he  hoped  that  the  proposed  parking  lot  would  be  approved  so 
that  some  revenue  could  be  obtained  from  the  property. 
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Mr.  Steele  stated  that  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  proposed  parking 
lot  would  be  an  appropriate  interim  use  for  the  subject  site;  and,  therefore,  he 
had  prepared  a  draft  resolution  of  approval  for  consideration  by  the  Commission. 
Subsequently,  he  submitted  and  read  the  draft  resolution  which  contained  four 
conditions  which  would  govern  landscaping  of  the  site  and  various  aspects  of  the 
operation  of  the  parking  lot. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Porter  that  the  draft  resolution  be  adopted. 

Commissioner  Fleishhackdr,  noting  that  the  Commission  had  recently 
approved  another  conditional  use  parking  lot  in  the  same  neighborhood,  stated  that 
he  was  concerned  about  the  possibility  that  the  whole  area  might  become  an  "interim 
use"  parking  lot.  He  believed  that  the  Commission  should  not  allow  San  Francisco 
to  become  like  Los  Angeles  which  has  far  too  many  packing  lots  in  its  downtown 
area;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  he  wondered  what  powers  the  Commission  could 
exercise  to  require  the  owners  of  the  subject  property  to  construct  a  new  building 
on  the  site. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  city  could  assure  construction  of  a  new 
building  on  the  site  only  if  it  were  willing  to  purchase  the  property. 

Commissioner  Fleishhacker  remarked  that  the  resolution  proposed  by  the 
staff  would  not  set  a  limit  for  the  "interim"  parking  lot  use.  Thus,  the  parking 
lot  could  exist  as  an  "interim"  use  for  five  or  six  years  or  twenty  or  more  years. 

Mr.  Steele  believed  that  the  subject  property  would  undoubtedly  be 
developed  for  some  higher  use  at  an  early  date. 

Mr.  Hunter  stated  that  preliminary  plans  were  already  being  developed 
for  a  new  building  to  be  constructed  on  the  site;  however,  he  and  his  partners  had 
not  yet  found  a  tenant  for  the  building.  He  agreed  that  it  would  be  better  for 
every  one  concerned  if  the  life  of  the  proposed  parking  lot  could  be  as  brief  as 
possible. 

When  the  question  was  called,  the  Commission  voted  unanimously  to  adopt 
Resolution  No. 6265  and  to  approve  the  proposed  parking  lot  subject  to  the  con- 
ditions contained  in  the  draft  resolution. 

The  meeting  was   adjourned  at  5:20  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 
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SUMMARY 

AND 

MINUTES 

OF  THE 

CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

SPECIAL  MEETING 

TUESDAY 

SEPTEMBER  10,  1968 


PRESENT:   Elliott,  Kearney,  Newman,  Porter,  Wight. 

2:00  P.M. 

Members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  staff  departed  from  Pier  41 
Bulkhead  at  2:00  P.M.  to  take  a  field  trip  to  Alcatraz.   The  meeting  was 
adjourned  upon  their  return  at  4:20  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  September  12,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
September  12,  1968,  at  2:15  P.M.  in  the  meeting  room  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:  William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter,  Vice 
President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott,  James  S.  Kearney,  Walter  S. 
Newman,  and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission. 

ABSENT:   Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan  B. 
Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  Dean  Macris,  Assistant  Director-Plans  and  Programs; 
R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director- Implementation;  Phoebe  H.  Brown,  Planner  IV; 
Joseph  Fitzpatrick,  Planner  III;  Tom  Spofford,  City  Planning  Intern;  and  Lynn  E. 
Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Maitland  Zane 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle;  Lorraine  Petty  represented  the  San 
Francisco  Daily  Commercial  News;  Bill  Dorais  represented  television  station  KQED; 
and  station  KNEW  was  also  represented. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Porter,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Kearney, 
and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  August  22,  1968,  be 
approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

The  Director  informed  the  Commission  that  the  Finance  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  meeting  on  Wednesday,  had  sent  to  the  full  Board  with  a 
"do  pass11  recommendation  a  resolution  approving  and  authorizing  execution  of  a 
contract  between  the  State  of  California  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
for  the  conduct  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 's  Urban  Design  Study. 

The  Director  reported  that  arrangements  have  been  made  whereby  the 
Transit  Task  Force  will  hire,  on  a  part-time  basis,  an  employee  to  work  as  his 
assistant  in  reviewing  final  design  plans  which  are  being  prepared  for  Market 
Street. 

The  Director  and  the  Commission  commended  Tom  Spofford,  City  Planning 
Intern,  for  the  work  which  he  had  accomplished  during  his  summartime  affiliation 
with  the  Department. 


-2-  9/12/68 

The  Director  noted  that  he  had  mailed  to  members  of  the  Commission  copies 
of  a  report  which  he  had  prepared  on  the  Department's  Major  Work  Program  Items  to 
1969. 

PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  PROPOSAL  TO  DESIGNATE  THE  GARDEN  COURT  OF  THE  SHERATON  PALACE 
HOTEL  AS  A  LANDMARK.   (POSTPONED  FROM  MEETING  OF  AUGUST  8,  1968) 

Mrs.  Peter  Piatt  and  Don  E.  Stover  were  present  as  representatives  of  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  distributed  and  read  a  draft  reso- 
lution which  he  had  prepared  to  approve  the  recommended  designation  of  the  Garden 
Court  of  the  Palace  Hotel  as  a  landmark. 

James  L.  Tipton,  attorney  for  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel,  stated  that 
both  the  hotel  and  the  Sheraton  Corporation  opposed  the  designation  of  the  Garden 
Court  as  a  landmark.   Therefore,  he  hoped  that  the  Commission  would  take  action 
to  disapprove,  to  postpone  indefinitely,  or  to  modify  the  proposal.  He  read  a  copy 
of  an  editorial  which  had  appeared  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  on  July  22,  1968, 
which  remarked  that  the  historic  Palace  Hotel  had  vanished  in  the  earthquake  and 
fire  of  1906;  furthermore,  the  editorial  objected  to  the  proposed  landmarks  desig- 
nation of  the  Garden  Court  because  such  a  designation  could  cast  a  cloud  on 
development  of  a  valuable  piece  of  business  property  for  up  to  six  months.   Mr. 
Tipton  also  displayed  a  photograph  of  the  original  Garden  Court  of  the  Palace  Hotel 
which  was  contained  in  a  book  entitled,  "Out  West  on  the  Overland  Train."  He  noted 
that  little  trace  of  the  original  character  of  the  room  remains.  He  felt  that  the 
Garden  Court  is  a  charming  place  to  dine;  however,  he  did  not  believe  that  that  fact 
in  itself  could  justify  the  proposed  landmarks  designation  which  would  lessen  the 
value  of  the  entire  property  to  such  an  extent  that  the  very  act  of  designation 
might  be  considered  unconstitutional. 

Mr.  Tipton  stated  that  he  had  been  advised  by  a  realtor  that  designation 
of  the  Garden  Court  as  a  landmark  would  substantially  lower  the  value  of  the  hotel 
property.   He  acknowledged  that  the  hotel  could  advertise  the  fact  of  its  designa- 
tion as  a  landmark;  however,  in  the  view  of  the  hotel,  landmarks  designation  would 
not  appreciably  increase  its  patronage.   He  stated  that  the  possibility  of  tax 
relief  had  also  been  investigated;  however,  he  had  understood  that  no  tax  relief 
could  be  expected  in  the  present  instance.   He  felt  that  the  proposed  designation 
could  be  objected  to  as  an  example  of  "spot  zoning";  and  he  further  felt  that  the 
proposed  designation  could  be  unconstitutional  since  it  vould  take  something  of 
value  without  providing  any  compensation  for  the  loss. 

Mr.  Tipton  stated  that  his  clients  objected  to  two  features  of  Section 
1006.2  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Ordinance.   In  the  first  case,  while  the  or- 
dinance provided  that  the  Planning  Commission  should  hold  a  public  hearing  on  any 
permit  applications  filed  by  owners  of  property  designated  as  a  landmark,  no 
mandatory  time  limit  was  set  for  scheduling  of  the  hearing.   In  the  second  case, 
he  questioned  the  feasibility  of  the  Commission  taking  any  action  to  "modify" 
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permit  applications,  particularly  when  the  permit  applications  involved  demolition 
proposals.  Under  the  circumstances,  his  clients  would  continue  to  oppose  landmarks 
designation  of  the  Garden  Court  at  least  until  such  time  as  these  questionable 
features  of  the  ordinance  have  been  amended.  Mr.  Tipton  noted  that  some  members 
of  the  Commission  had  previously  understood  that  work  had  already  commenced  on  the 
proposed  amendments;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  he  asked  the  Commission  to  con- 
sider the  possibility  of  postponing  action  on  the  subject  proposal  until  the 
amended  legislation  has  been  prepared  and  enacted. 

As  a  final  alternative,  Mr.  Tipton  suggested  that  the  Commission  might 
consider  awarding  the  Garden  Court  a  Certificate  of  Merit  instead  of  designating  it 
as  a  landmark.  He  remarked  that  a  certificate  of  merit  would  provide  all  of  the 
benefits  of  landmarks  designation  without  imposing  on  the  property  owner  any  of  the 
burdens  of  the  landmarks  preservation  ordinance.   In  conclusion,  he  advised  the 
Commission  that  there  are  at  present  no  plans  to  demolish  the  Palace  Hotel;  however, 
his  clients  were  concerned  about  the  proposed  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  as  a 
landmark  since  the  provisions  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Ordinance  would  unduly 
delay  any  alteration  plans  which  might  be  developed  for  the  building. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel  would  still  be 
irrevocably  opposed  to  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  as  a  landmark  if  the  ordi- 
nance were  to  be  amended  as  proposed  by  Mr.  Tipton.  Mr.  Tipton  replied  that  further 
consideration  would  have  to  be  given  to  the  proposal  in  any  case;  however,  he  felt 
that  his  clients  might  regard  the  proposal  differently  if  the  ordinance  were  to  be 
amended. 

Samuel  Duca,  Chief,  Real  Property  Appraisal  for  the  Assessor's  Office, 
stated  that  his  office  had  been  deluged  with  inquiries  regarding  the  possibility 
of  tax  relief  for  historical  monuments  and  landmarks.  He  noted  that  landmarks  des- 
ignation does  not  change  the  zoning  of  property  involved;  however,  such  designation 
may  or  may  not  have  an  effect  on  the  actual  value  of  the  property.   In  cases  such 
as  Mission  Dolores,  landmarks  designation  would  never  affect  the  value  of  the 
property;  however,  in  cases  such  as  the  Audiffred  Building,  while  little  change  in 
value  might  occur  in  the  short  term,  considerable  change  in  value  could  result  if 
a  high  rise  building  were  to  be  constructed  on  immediately  adjacent  property  in  the 
future.  The  Garden  Court  itself  would  pose  several  unusual  problems  since  it  is 
only  a  single  room  within  a  complex  structure;  and  the  issue  was  made  even  more 
complicated  since  the  land  and  the  improvements  are  under  separate  ownership.   For 
the  time  being,  he  doubted  that  landmarks  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  would 
affect  the  appraised  value  of  the  property;  however,  if  landmarks  designation  were 
to  hinder  demolition  of  the  building  at  a  later  date,  such  circumstances  might  have 
an  effect  on  the  appraised  value  of  the  building.  Under  the  circumstances,  he 
recommended  that  the  Commission  consider  the  ultimate  economic  effect  of  landmarks 
designation  when  it  is  reviewing  proposals  for  the  designation  of  buildings  as 
landmarks. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  Mr,  Duca  had  stated  in  his  testimony  that 
the  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  as  a  landmark  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the 
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assessed  valuation  of  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel.  Mr.  Duca  replied  that  landmarks 
designation  would  not  have  any  immediate  effect  on  the  assessed  value  of  the  pro- 
perty; however,  if  the  landmarks  designation  were  to  become  effective  at  the  end 
of  a  year,  it  might  have  some  effect  on  the  valuation  of  the  property. 

The  Director  clarified  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  by  advising  Mr. 
Duca  that  the  landmarks  designation  is  made  in  perpetuity.  The  six  month  or  one 
year  limit  for  delay  would  become  effective  only  when  permit  applications  are  filed 
for  demolition.  Mrs.  Piatt  noted  that  either  the  City  Planning  Commission  or  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  could  elect  to  hold  the  permit  application  for  a  lesser  period 
of  time  than  the  six  month  period  authorized  as  a  maximum  by  the  Landmarks  Ordinance 

Mr.  Duca  remarked  that  hotels  are  involved  in  the  business  of  renting 
rooms;  and,  there fore, rooms  are  their  greatest  asset.  The  Garden  Court  itself  is 
merely  an  adjunct  to  the  principal  hotel  use  of  the  site;  and,  as  such,  it  adds 
little  value  to  the  property.  However,  if  the  Garden  Court  were  to  be  designated 
as  a  landmark,  the  ability  of  the  owners  to  alter  or  reconstruct  the  rest  of  the 
hotel  would  be  limited;  and,  consequently,  the  value  of  the  property  might  be 
affected. 

Mr.  Stover  felt  that  Section  1001(a)  of  the  Landmarks  Ordinance  expressed 
the  principal  purpose  of  the  legislation  which  had  been  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors;  and  he  read  that  section  of  the  ordinance  as  follows: 

"The  protection,  enhancement,  perpetuation  and  use  of  structures,  sites, 
and  areas  that  are  reminders  of  past  eras,  events  and  persons  important 
in  local,  state  or  national  history,  or  which  provides  significant 
examples  of  architectural  styles  of  the  past  or  are  landmarks  in 
the  history  of  architecture,  or  which  are  unique  and  irreplaceable 
assets  to  the  city  and  its  neighbors,  or  which  provide  for  this  and 
future  generations  examples  of  the  physical  surroundings  in  which 
past  generations  lived." 

Mr.  Duca  asked  if  the  owners  of  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel  would  have  the 
authority  to  change  the  Garden  Court  if  changes  were  made  necessary  because  of  in- 
novations proposed  in  other  portions  of  the  building.  Mr.  Stover  replied  that  per- 
mits for  any  substantial  alteration  of  the  Garden  Court  would  have  to  be  reviewed 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  if  the  Garden  Court  is  designated  as  a  landmark. 

Commissioner  Kearney  asked  if  he  had  been  correct  in  understanding  Mr. 
Duca  to  have  said  that  no  increase  or  decrease  in  value  of  the  Palace  Hotel  would 
be  likely  at  the  present  time  if  the  Garden  Court  were  to  be  designated  as  a  land- 
mark. Mr.  Duca  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Tipton  believed  that  the  point  being  made  by  Mr.  Duca  was  that  land- 
marks designation  of  the  Garden  Court  would  not  immediately  affect  the  tax  rate 
of  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel  although  it  could  have  an  immediate  affect  on  the 
actual  market  value  of  the  property. 
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Mr.  Duca  stated  that  the  tax  rate  may  be  affected  in  the  future  if  land- 
mark designation  of  the  Garden  Court  should  prevent  the  Palace  Hotel  from  expanding 
or  remodeling  to  meet  competitive  demands. 

President  Brinton  pointed  out  that  the  landmark  designation  could  be  re- 
moved from  the  Garden  Court  within  a  year  of  the  time  that  any  positive  decision  is 
made  to  alter  or  demolish  the  hotel.  Commissioner  Porter  felt  that  it  was  most  un- 
likely that  either  the  Commission  or  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  refuse  to  issue 
a  demolition  permit  if  the  Palace  Hotel  were  still  opposed  to  the  landmarks 
designation  when  they  have  formulated  definite  plans  for  replacement  of  the  building 

President  Brinton  stated  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to  speculate  on 
what  the  Board  of  Supervisors  might  do  in  such  a  case.  Furthermore,  he  felt  that 
there  was  a  practical  possibility  that  the  delay  period  could  extend  for  more  than 
one  year  after  the  filing  of  a  demolition  permit.  He  indicated  that  he  had  recom- 
mended several  months  ago  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  proce- 
ed with  the  steps  necessary  for  modification  of  the  ordinance  to  remove  the  pro- 
vision allowing  the  Commission  to  "modify"  a  demolition  permit;  and  he  still  felt 
that  the  amendment  should  be  brought  before  the  Commission  for  consideration. 

Commissioner  Porter  stated  that  the  landmarks  board  had  discussed  this 
matter  and  had  decided  to  oppose  amendment  of  the  ordinance  at  the  present  time. 
However,  she  felt  that  the  staff  should  request  an  interpretation  from  the  City 
Attorney  regarding  the  significance  of  the  word  "modify"  as  used  in  the  ordinance. 
In  any  case,  the  matter  presently  before  the  Commission  for  consideration  involved 
a  proposal  to  designate  the  Garden  Court  as  a  landmark;  and  she  felt  that  questions 
regarding  use  of  the  word  "modify"  could  be  resolved  at  a  later  date  should  the 
the  issue  arise. 

Commissioner  Kearney  remarked  that  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Ordinance 
must  have  been  approved  as  to  form  by  the  City  Attorney  when  it  was  enacted;  thus, 
it  seemed  to  him  that  the  Commission  should  proceed  at  the  present  time  on  the 
assumption  that  the  language  contained  in  the  ordinance  is  legal. 

Mr.  McHew,  representing  the  Equitable  Life  Insurance  Company,  informed 
the  Commission  that  his  Company,  as  the  owner  of  the  property  occupied  by  the 
Sheraton  Palace  Hotel,  supported  the  position  taken  by  the  Sheraton  Corporation 
with  regard  to  the  landmarks  designation  proposal.   In  response  to  a  question  raised 
by  Commissioner  Porter,  Mr.  McHew  stated  that  the  Sheraton  Corporation  has  been  give 
a  99  year  lease  on  the  land. 

The  Director  felt  that  many  of  the  questions  being  considered  by  the 
Commission  ware  not  relevant  to  the  matter  under  consideration,  i.e.  whether  the 
Garden  Court  of  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel  is  worthy  of  being  designated  as  a  land- 
mark. He  indicated  that  he  was  appreciative  of  the  fact  that  property  owners  in 
some  cases  may  not  wish  to  have  their  buildings  designated  as  landmarks;  however, 
the  basic  purpose  of  a  landmarks  ordinance  is  to  preserve  buildings  in  the  public 
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interest.   In  that  regard,  he  felt  that  San  Francisco's  Landmarks  Ordinance  is 
essentially  less  restrictive  than  many  other  landmarks'  ordinances  which  have  been 
adopted  by  other  cities. 

With  regard  to  the  matter  presently  before  the  Commission,  the  Director 
noted  that  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  had  been  recommended  by  the  Landmarks 
Board.   Insofar  as  the  legality  of  the  word  "modify"  was  concerned,  he  advised  the 
Commission  that  the  staff  had  already  asked  for  an  informal  opinion  from  the  City 
Attorney  relative  to  that  matter;  and,  in  due  course,  the  opinion  would  be  forth- 
coming. However,  since  the  Commission  was  not  presently  considering  a  permit  ap- 
plication involving  demolition  of  a  landmark  building,  he  felt  that  that  legal  issue 
should  not  enter  into  their  deliberation  of  the  specific  matter  before  them  for  con- 
sideration. 

Commissioner  Elliott  felt  that  any  objections  raised  by  property  owners 
to  proposals  for  designation  of  their  buildings  as  landmarks  should  deserve  the 
serious  consideration  of  the  Commission.   In  the  present  case,  the  Commission  had 
been  advised  that  Landmark  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  might  affect  the  future 
resale  value  of  the  building;  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  Commission  had  been  informec 
that  the  designation  would  probably  not  change  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  buildin[ 
Under  the  circumstances,  he  felt  that  the  Commission  would  have  to  decide  if  the 
public  interest  in  having  the  Garden  Court  designated  as  a  landmark  is  more  importan: 
that  the  owner's  economic  interest  in  the  building.  He  noted  that  the  Commission 
would  have  no  way  of  knowing  the  actual  extent  to  which  the  designation  would  affect 
the  value  of  the  property, 

Mr.  Duca  indicated  that  he  was  under  the  impression  that  the  proposed  de- 
signation of  a  single  room  in  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel  as  a  landmark  would  auto- 
matically affect  the  entire  building.  The  Director  replied  that  the  draft  resolutio 
which  had  been  recommended  to  the  Commission  would  affect  only  the  Garden  Court;  and 
he  indicated  that  the  Commission  had  previously  been  advised  that  the  Garden  Court 
could  probably  be  retained  as  a  structural  entity  even  if  the  remainder  of  the  hotel 
were  to  be  torn  down  around  it. 

Commissioner  Porter  stated  that  Mr,  Elliott's  analysis  of  the  factors 
which  should  be  considered  by  the  Commission  was  disturbing  to  her  since  no  building; 
other  than  churches  would  ever  be  designated  as  landmarks  if  economic  matters  were 
to  govern  the  Commission's  decision  in  all  cases.  She  stated  that  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  did  not  feel  that  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  as  a 
landmark  would  created  an  economic  liability  for  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel;  and, 
therefore,  she  felt  that  the  Commission  should  be  concerned  only  with  the  merits 
of  the  case  made  for  the  historic  value  of  the  room. 

Commissioner  Elliott  indicated  that  it  was  his  opinion  that  privately 
owned  buildings  should  be  designated  as  landmarks  when  no  opposition  is  raised  by 
the  property  owner  involved. 
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After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney  and 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Porter  that  the  draft  resolution  be  adopted  and  that  the 
Garden  Court  of  the  Sheraton  Palace  be  designated  as  a  landmark. 

Commissioner  Kearney  stated  that  he  felt  that  the  key  question  before 
the  Commission  was  whether  the  Garden  Court  should  be  considered  as  a  landmark; 
and  it  was  his  personal  opinion  that  the  answer  to  that  question  should  be  in  the 
affirmative.  He  recognized  that  landmarks  designation  can  pose  problems  for  pro- 
perty owners  who  wish  to  demolish  or  sell  their  buildings;  however,  in  contrast, 
the  designation  would  serve  the  public  interest  by  affording  interested  individuals 
or  groups  an  opportunity  to  purchase  or  otherwise  preserve  the  building  before  it 
is  demolished.  He  felt  that  it  was  extraordinary  that  the  Sheraton  Corporation  was 
not  willing  to  cooperate  with  the  community  in  an  effort  to  preserve  the  Garden 
Court;  and,  in  fact,  he  felt  that  their  unwillingness  to  cooperate  represented  a 
poor  approach  to  public  relations.  In  conclusion,  he  stated  that  it  was  his  opinion 
that  it  would  be  very  unwise  to  make  an  exception  in  the  present  case;  and,  there- 
fore, he  felt  that  the  draft  resolution  should  be  adopted. 

Commissioner  Porter  doubted  that  the  six  month  delay  authorized  by  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Ordinance  would  cause  great  financial  loss  and/or  disadvantag 
to  the  owners  of  the  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel;  and,  in  fact,  the  San  Francisco  Land- 
marks Preservation  Ordinance  is  one  of  the  weakest  ordinances  of  its  sort  that  she 
had  ever  seen.  The  purpose  of  the  six  month  delay  in  issuing  a  demolition  permit 
would  be  to  give  other  people  an  opportunity  to  purchase  the  building  at  a  price 
which  would  be  agreeable  to  the  present  owners;  and  she  thought  that  it  was  not  un- 
likely that  some  other  hotel  might  be  more  interested  than  the  Sheraton  Corporation 
in  maintaining  the  character  and  history  of  the  Palace  Hotel. 

When  the  question  was  called,  the  Commission  voted  3  to  2  to  adopt 
Resolution  No.  6266  approving  the  designation  of  the  Garden  Court  of  the  Palace 
Hotel  as  a  landmark,.  Commissioners  Kearney,  Newman,  and  Porter  voted  Aye; 
Commissioners  Brinton  and  Elliott  voted  No. 

At  3:30  PCM.  President  Brinton  announced  that  the  meeting  was  recessed. 
Members  of  the  Commission  then  proceeded  to  Room  282,  City  Hall,  where  they  were 
joined  by  Commissioner  Wight,  and  reconvened  at  3:40  P.M.  for  hearing  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  agenda. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  PORT  AUTHORITY'S  EXPANSION  PLAN  AND  INDIA  BASIN  FILL  AS  PART  OF 
THE  SOUTH  BAYSHORE  STUDY  AND  PLAN. 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  advised  the  Commission  that  the 
Port  Authority  had  filed  an  application  with  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  for  additional  fill  in  the  vicinity  of  India  Basin.  He  indicated  that 
the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  been  aware  of  the  Port's  proposal 
for  quite  some  time;  and,  recognizing  that  residents  of  Potrero  Hill,  Hunters  Point, 
the  South  Bayshore  District,  and  portions  of  the  Mission  District  have  an  interest 
in  continued  access  to  the  water  in  the  vicinity  of  India  Basin,  the  staff  had  re- 
commended that  any  fill  undertaken  by  the  Port  Authority  should  not  extend  beyond 


-8-  9/12/68 

the  new  bridge  which  is  to  be  constructed  by  the  state.   The  issues  which  he  felt 
should  be  considered  by  the  Commission  were  as  follows:   (1)  The  Port's  need  for 
expansion  and  for  development  of  facilities  which  will  meet  the  requirements  of 
modern  container  shipping  and  which  will  ultimately  provide  employment  for  resi- 
dents of  the  city.   (2)   The  relationship  of  the  Port's  proposal  to  the  over-all 
plan  for  the  South  Bayshore  area  which  had  been  prepared  by  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.   By  the  same  token,  the  desires  of  the  people  living 
in  the  subject  neighborhood  should  be  considered,  also.   (3)  The  Bureau  of  Bay 
Toll  Crossings  and  the  State  Division  of  Highways  had  indicated  that  the  fill  pro- 
posed by  the  Port  Authority  might  substantially  affect  the  cost  of  the  new  bridge 
which  will  terminate  at  India  Basin;  and,  although  the  engineers  from  the  state 
agencies  and  the  Port  Authority  were  trying  to  resolve  this  question,  he  felt  that 
the  Commission  should  take  the  problem  into  account  while  considering  the  proposal 
of  the  Port  Authority. 

President  Brinton  asked  about  the  schedule  which  would  be  followed  by 
the  Port  Authority  in  proceeding  with  their  fill  project.   Eugene  Sembler,  Chief 
Engineer  for  the  Port  Authority,  replied  that  construction  of  a  dike  around  the 
area  to  be  filled  could  be  initiated  immediately.   Construction  of  the  dike  would 
take  from  two  to  two  and  one-half  years;  and,  subsequently,  the  enclosed  area 
would  be  filled.   At  this  point,  he  submitted  and  summarized  a  written  statement 
which  he  had  prepared.   That  statement  read  as  follows: 

"I  am  E.  L.  Sembler,  Chief  Engineer  of  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Authority.   This  Commission  requested  that  I  review  the  Master 
Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority  in  the  India  Basin 
area.   I  would  therefore  like  to  present  to  you  what  we  pro- 
pose to  do  as  well  as  why  we  are  carrying  forth  this  project. 
The  proposed  project  is  shown  on  our  display. 

In  1877  the  State  Legislature  foresaw  that  if  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  was  to  remain  a  major  seaport  under  an  extensive 
growth  and  development  program,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
reserve  certain  areas  for  commerce  and  navigation.  Accordingly, 
they  reserved  water  areas  along  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront, 
China,  Central,  and  India  Basins  for  these  purposes.   Since 
that  time,  China  and  Central  Basins  have  been  developed  and 
used  for  maritime  activity.   Today,  we  are  considering  India 
Basin. 

This  historical  concept  became  an  active  part  of  the  long  range 
planning  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority  approximately  25 
years  ago.   In  1953  preliminary  plans  and  estimates  were  pre- 
pared for  the  proposed  development  of  the  southern  waterfront 
of  San  Francisco.   In  the  early  1960's  the  Port  Authority  was 
becoming  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  facilities  at  the  northern 
waterfront  would  soon  become  obsolete.   We  were  faced  with  the 
question  'What  was  the  future  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco?' 
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Were  we  to  remain  one  of  the  major  seaports  of  the  world? 
Accordingly,  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority  in  1963  had  the 
Arthur  D.  Little  Co.  do  studies  on  the  economic  potential  and 
future  of  the  Port.   The  developmental  plan  for  the  India 
Basin  area  is  based  directly  upon  these  findings  as  set  forth 
in  the  report  titled  "San  Francisco's  Maritime  Future"  sub- 
mitted in  November  1967. 

An  earlier  report  prepared  by  Arthur  D.  Little  in  1965  con- 
cluded that  the  economics  and  changing  technology  of  port 
operations  made  necessary  a  large-scale  shift  of  San 
Francisco's  cargo-handling  activities  from  outmoded  Northern 
Waterfront  piers  to  new  terminals  in  the  southern  Waterfront 
area.   These  1965  recommendations  urged  that  the  Port  Authority 
proceed  with  such  facilities  before  trade,  which  had  histor- 
ically come  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area,  shifted  to  other 
areas. 

The  consultants'  second-phase  report  of  November  1967  was 
even  more  emphatic  in  pointing  out  that  if  development  of 
new  cargo  terminals  was  delayed,  'other  ports  and  other  areas 
will  have  preempted  the  economic  role  now  being  played  by  the 
Port  of  San  Francisco,  the  focus  of  Northern  California's 
maritime  industry...1 

The  consultants  added: 

'Such  a  diminution  of  the  Port's  role  would  subtract 
from  the  more  than  23,000  San  Francisco  jobs  and 
over  $195  million  annual  payroll  generated  by  the 
present  magnitude  of  the  Port's  operations.   Failure 
to  provide  modern  efficient  terminal  facilities  as 
they  are  needed  would  also  retard  the  economic  growth 
of  the  entire  Bay  Area  by  causing  harmful  disruption 
to  the  basic  infrastructure  of  the  Northern  California 
economy. ' 

Examining  the  salient  technical  and  economic  considerations 
which  led  to  its  November  1967  recommendations  for  immediate 
construction  of  new  India  Basin  facilities,  the  consultant 
firm  reached  several  principal  conclusions  which  I  will 
briefly  review. 

I.   The  first  conclusion  was  that  a  key  element  in  present 
and  future  maritime  transportation  systems  is  the  container 
ship  -  a  ship  in  which  all  or  most  of  its  cargo  is  carried 
in  standard  sized  boxes. 
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II.  San  Francisco  continues  as  an  ideal  location  for  Bay  Area 
maritime  activity.   The  Port's  record  to  date  confirms  the 
faith  of  those  who  have  predicted  that  cargo  volume  would  con- 
tinue to  grow.   Concern  about  San  Francisco's  future  as  a  major 
port  does  not  stem  from  any  basic  flaw  in  location,  but  rather 
from  whether  the  Port  can  and  will  build  the  facilities  demanded 
by  the  new  container ship  technology. 

III.  If  the  Port  does  not  build  a  new  major  container  terminal, 
Arthur  D.  Little  estimated  that  by  1975  the  Port's  annual  rev- 
enue from  trade  activity  will  be  $2  million  less  than  if  a  new 
terminal  were  offered.   By  1980  this  difference  in  annual  rev- 
enues can  be  expected  to  reach  $3.2  million. 

IV.  By  1970  the  Port's  total  bond  servicing  requirement  will 
be  60  percent  higher  than  in  1967.   If  the  Port  were  to  gener- 
ate the  same  cash  flow  in  1970  as  it  did  in  1967,  the  best  year 
in  its  recent  history,  its  financial  obligations  still  would 
not  be  covered  and  a  deficit  of  close  to  $0.5  million  would 
exist.   The  Port  must  provide  needed  new  facilities,  so  that 
cargo  revenue  will  continue  to  grow. 

V.  The  best  site  for  the  new  container  operations  is  the  India 
Basin  site.   Priority  should  be  given  to  the  building  of  a  full- 
container  super- terminal  there. 

VI.  A  portion  of  the  southern  end  of  India  Basin  should  be 
retained  as  an  open  water  area  however,  to  maintain  an  area 
focal  point  for  marine  recreation.   The  first  part  of  a  three- 
phase  container  terminal  development  program  should  be  inau- 
gurated immediately.   The  Southern  Bridge  Crossing  design  and 
the  Bay  fill  program  should  be  geared  to  the  total  terminal 
program,  which  will  ultimately  provide  from  10  to  12  new 
berths. 

Approximately  407=,  of  the  original  proposed  development  fill 
has  already  been  omitted  from  the  final  plan.   The  Planning 
staff  is  now  requesting  us  to  omit  60%  of  the  remaining  develop- 
ment area.   On  September  11,  1968  this  matter  was  once  again 
reviewed  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Author- 
ity.  It  was  their  strong  feeling  that  we  have  already  reduced 
the  area  to  an  absolute  minimum  to  serve  the  needs  of  the 
marine  industry. 

It  should  be  made  clear  that  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority 
Master  Plan  in  no  way  eliminates  the  use  of  India  Basin  as  a 
recreational  area.   We  feel  that  the  normal  user  will  not  be 
aware  of  the  difference  between  our  proposal  and  the  Planning 
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Commission  staff  proposal.   As  you  can  see  from  the  drawing, 
the  view  from  the  land  side  will  remain  approximately  the  same 
under  either  proposal.   Additional  fishing  area  is  available 
along  the  west  side  of  the  new  terminal.   It  also  should  be 
noted  that  the  deep  water  in  the  area  will  probably  increase 
the  fishing  potential.   Circulation  of  water  in  the  area  will 
be  aided  by  the  cooling  water  demand  of  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company. 

It  is  our  desire  that  the  India  Basin  area  be  used  for  the  max- 
imum economic  and  physical  development.   We  hope  the  Planning 
Commission  concurs.   We  request  that  the  Planning  Commission 
adopts  the  Master  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority  in 
this  area." 

In  addition  to  the  comments  contained  in  the  prepared  statement,  Mr. 
Sembler  remarked  that  the  first  master  plan  prepared  by  the  Port  for  the  India  Basin 
area  would  have  closed  India  Basin  for  all  practical  purposes;  however,  in  accord- 
ance with  a  request  made  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  that 
master  plan  had  been  modified  and  the  number  of  berths  proposed  had  been  reduced. 
He  believed  that  the  modified  master  plan  would  provide  sufficient  facilities  to 
enable  the  Port  operation  to  remain  economically  sound.   However,  if  it  were  not  to 
be  approved,  the  Port  might  become  a  liability  to  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Sembler  believed  that  the  issue  under  consideration  would  not  involve 
a  decision  as  to  whether  the  city  should  have  a  viable  Port  operation  or  a  recrea- 
tional area  at  India  Basin;  rather,  he  felt  that  the  two  facilities  would  be  com- 
patible.  The  Port  expansion  project  would  actually  improve  the  proposed  India  Basin 
recreation  area  by  creating  deep  water  in  an  area  which  is  presently  quite  shallow; 
furthermore,  from  the  viewpoint  of  people  standing  on  the  shore,  the  size  of  the 
proposed  facility  would  not  be  apparent. 

Mr.  Sembler  stated  that  he  had  met  that  morning  with  representatives  of 
the  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings;  and  he  was  convinced  that  any  problems  created 
by  the  proposed  fill  with  regard  to  the  new  bridge  could  be  considered  engineering 
problems  and  not  economic  problems.   Furthermore,  while  a  map  was  on  display  in  the 
meeting  room  indicating  the  extent  to  which  India  Basin  might  be  filled  by  the  Navy, 
he  had  understood  that  the  present  plans  of  the  Navy  involved  the  creation  of  a 
deep  well  or  channel  at  India  Basin.   Although  private  property  owners  might  wish 
to  undertake  additional  fill,  such  proposals  could  be  controlled  by  the  city  and  by 
the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission.   Therefore,  he  did  not  feel  that  it 
was  likely  that  India  Basin  would  ever  be  completely  lost.   In  conclusion,  Mr. 
Sembler  emphasized  that  the  Port  Authority  had  established  a  policy  of  cooperation 
with  the  city  by  agreeing  to  reduce  the  number  of  berths  which  had  been  proposed  in 
its  original  master  plan;  and  he  hoped  that  the  city  would  be  willing  to  cooperate 
with  the  Port  Authority  and  to  approve  the  modified  master  plan  which  was  presently 
under  consideration. 
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Claude  Gruen,  representing  the  firm  of  Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.  confirmed 
that  the  economic  study  which  his  firm  had  undertaken  for  the  Port  Authority  had 
made  it  clear  that  the  additional  berths  presently  being  proposed  must  be  provided 
if  the  Port  is  to  remain  a  viable  entity;  and,  in  his  opinion,  sufficient  space 
for  the  project  would  not  be  available  anywhere  else  except  at  India  Basin. 

Reuel  Brady,  representing  the  Bret  Harte  Improvement  Association,  asked 
what  type  of  fill  would  be  used  by  the  Port  Authority.  Mr.  Sembler  replied  that 
the  fill  would  be  obtained  from  dredging  operations  which  will  take  place  off  shore 
at  Islais  Creek. 

Mr.  Brady  asked  why  the  fill  could  not  be  obtained  by  dredging  off  shore 
from  the  south  shoreline  of  India  Basin.  Mr.  Sembler  replied  that  the  Port  Author- 
ity project  would  be  constructed  within  a  tight  budget;  and  he  indicated  that  no 
money  would  be  available  for  additional  dredging. 

Mr.  Brady  wondered  if  any  assurance  could  be  given  that  other  agencies 
would  not  place  additional  fill  in  India  Basin  in  the  future.  He  also  felt  that 
the  Port  Authority  should  help  the  community  to  achieve  the  recreational  area 
which  had  been  proposed  at  India  Basin. 

Mr.  Sembler  stated  that  he  believed  that  the  Port  Authority  had  cooperated 
with  the  city  by  reducing  the  number  of  berths  which  were  proposed  to  be  constructed 
at  India  Basin. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  it  were  mandatory  for  the  Port  Authority  to 
fill  India  Basin  to  the  extent  proposed  if  it  were  to  remain  competitive.   Mr. 
Sembler  replied  in  the  affirmative.   He  stated  that  the  Port  Authority  has  tenants 
who  must  know  what  type  of  facilities  can  be  offered  in  the  immediate  future;  and, 
if  adequate  facilities  cannot  be  made  available,  the  tenants  will  probably  move 
elsewhere. 

Paul  Sherrill,  representing  the  Potrero  Hill  Residents  and  Home  Owners 
Association,  advised  the  Commission  that  his  organization  has  advocated  a  recrea- 
tional development  along  the  city's  eastern  waterfront  for  many  years;  therefore, 
he  felt  that  it  would  be  regrettable  if  the  expansion  proposed  by  the  Port  were  to 
jeopardize  the  possibility  of  constructing  a  recreational  facility  at  India  Basin. 
From  remarks  made  during  the  present  hearing,  he  had  not  been  able  to  determine 
whether  the  Port  expansion  project  would,  in  fact,  jeopardize  the  India  Basin 
recreational  area;  and,  therefore,  he  was  anxious  to  hear  the  Director's  recommen- 
dation on  the  Port's  proposal. 

The  Director  stated  that  he  regarded  the  primary  danger  of  such  proposals 
to  be  one  of  "incremental ism".   In  any  case,  he  did  not  feel  that  the  fill  proposed 
by  the  Port  Authority  would  necessarily  help  the  recreational  potential  of  the 
India  Basin  area. 
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Mrs.  Elizabeth  Rote,  Vice  President  of  the  Greater  Missions  Citizens 
Council,  stated  that  one  of  the  goals  of  her  organization  has  long  been  to  have  an 
eastern  marina;  and  she  felt  that  such  a  development  was  becoming  ever  more  impor- 
tant because  of  the  growing  population  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  city.   She 
indicated  that  her  organization  did  not  wish  to  jeopardize  any  jobs;  but  they  did 
wish  to  be  absolutely  certain  that  no  more  fill  is  allowed  unless  it  is  necessary 
to  insure  the  viability  of  the  Port.   In  any  case,  members  of  her  organization 
were  confident  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  preserve  as  much  of  the 
shoreline  as  possible. 

The  Director  remarked  that  he  could  not  state  with  any  absolute  final 
assurance  that  the  recreational  facility  proposed  to  be  located  at  India  Basin 
would  in  fact  become  a  reality;  nevertheless,  in  order  to  protect  and  enhance  the 
recreational  potential  of  the  area,  he  had  prepared  the  following  recommendation 
for  the  Commission's  consideration: 

"The  San  Francisco  Port  Authority  proposals  for  fill  and  develop- 
ment in  India  Basin  as  shown  on  San  Francisco  Port  Authority 
drawing  No.  7641-352-6,  dated  7-2-68,  will  be  generally  accept- 
able provided  that: 

a.  Problems  in  the  proposed  fill  area  related  to  bridge 
and  freeway  pilings  shall  be  resolved  to  the  mutual 
satisfaction  of  the  Port  and  of  the  State  Division  of 
Bay  Toll  Crossings  and  the  State  Division  of  Highways, 
consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  South  Bayshore 
Plan.   Until  these  problems  are  resolved,  the  Commis- 
sion should  not  advocate  the  fill  proposal. 

b.  The  proposed  fill  is  found  to  be  essential  to  the 
continued  economic  health  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 
and  is  to  be  used  exclusively  for  maritime  terminal 
purposes.   Use  of  the  fill  area  for  an  industrial  park, 
for  salvage  yards,  for  an  airport,  or  other  general 
commercial  purposes  will  not  be  acceptable.   Therefore, 
it  should  be  determined  that  the  filled  area  will  be 
used  for  maritime  terminal  purposes  before  approval  is 
given. 

c.  The  configuration  of  the  fill  is  coordinated  with  the 
bridge  and  freeway  design  and  is  in  conformity  with  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  proposals  for  development 
and  use  of  India  Basin  for  public  and  commercial  recre- 
ation pruposes. 

d.  Landscaping  along  the  west  and  south  margins  of  the  fill 
and  public  access  to  this  area  shall  be  provided. 
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e.   Fill  and  development  shall  proceed  expeditiously  upon 
final  approval. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  approves  the  Shoreline  Plan  for 
India  Basin  as  modified  subject  to  the  above  conditions,  and 

a.  Authorizes  the  Director  of  Planning  to  take  all  nec- 
essary steps  to  effectuate  the  plan,  and 

b.  Is  opposed  to  further  fill  in  India  Basin  unless  it  is 
in  conformity  with  the  subject  plan. 

In  addition  it  is  suggested  that  any  fill  permitted  south  of  the 
bridge,  in  accordance  with  the  preceding  recommendations,  which 
is  not  used  immediately  for  maritime  purposes  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority  to  the  public  for 
recreational  use." 

Mr.  Brinton  asked  Mr.  Sembler  if  the  recommendations  of  the  Director  of 
Planning  would  be  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  Port  Authority.   Mr. 
Sembler  replied  that  the  recommendations  seemed  to  be  partially  consistent  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Port  Authority;  however,  he  indicated  that  the  configura- 
tion of  the  fill  would  possibly  have  to  be  changed  if  any  adjustments  were  made  in 
the  location  of  the  proposed  bridge.   Nevertheless,  so  long  as  the  fill  configura- 
tion remains  useable,  it  would  be  acceptable  to  the  Port  Authority.   He  indicated 
that  the  Port  Authority  had  committed  itself  to  provide  public  access  to  areas 
along  the  west  and  south  margins  of  the  fill;  however,  landscaping  of  the  area  had 
not  been  proposed,  and  no  funds  had  been  committed  for  that  purpose.   Of  the  other 
recommendations  proposed  by  the  Director,  he  was  most  concerned  about  the  require- 
ment that  complete  agreement  be  reached  between  the  Port  Authority  and  the  State 
Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings  and  the  State  Division  of  Highways.   He  indicated 
that  the  Port  Authority  would  be  willing  to  work  further  with  those  agencies  in  an 
effort  to  reach  agreement;  but  he  felt  that  the  Commission's  resolution  should  not 
make  complete  agreement  mandatory. 

The  Director  stated  that  he  had  not  offered  the  recommendation  with  the 
intention  of  giving  a  "club"  to  the  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings.   However,  to 
the  best  of  his  knowledge,  the  issue  regarding  the  relationship  of  the  fill  proposed 
by  the  Port  Authority  and  the  proposed  bridge  had  not  been  settled;  and,  if  the 
issue  could  not  be  resolved,  he  thought  that  the  Commission  might  wish  to  withhold 
its  approval  of  the  filling  operation.   Furthermore,  he  felt  that  it  was  apparent 
that  his  approval  of  the  fill  was  being  offered  reluctantly;  and  it  seemed  to  him 
important  that  the  Commission  should  reserve  the  right  to  oppose  any  future  altera- 
tions of  plans  for  the  India  Basin  area  which  would  adversely  affect  the  goals  of 
the  community. 

Commissioner  Porter  inquired  about  the  status  of  the  new  bridge.  A  repre- 
sentative of  the  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings  stated  that  the  route  location  of 


-15-  9/12/6S 

the  bridge  had  already  been  approved;  and  he  indicated  that  his  agency  had  received 
$10,000,000  to  undertake  planning  and  design  studies  for  the  bridge.   He  estimated 
that  the  bridge  would  be  under  construction  in  1971  or  1972. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  she  were  correct  in  understanding  that  the 
Port  Authority's  project  must  be  underway  by  1970.  Mr.  Sembler  replied  that  the 
project  must  be  completed  by  1970.  Otherwise,  the  Port  might  loose  one  of  its 
largest  tenants. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  the  Port  Authority  and  the 
Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings  will  have  to  resolve  their  problems  before  the  BCDC 
hearing  on  the  Port  proposal  which  is  scheduled  to  be  held  within  the  next  two 
weeks. 

Mr.  Sembler  stated  that  the  engineering  problems  posed  by  the  juxtaposi- 
tion of  the  proposed  terminal  and  the  proposed  bridge  could  be  resolved  in  a  way 
which  would  cost  the  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings  only  a  small  amount  of  money. 
However,  other  agreements,  such  as  those  affecting  right-of-ways,  would  still  have 
to  be  negotiated. 

Commissioner  Kearney  commented  on  the  fact  that  there  has  been  an 
increasing  recognition  of  the  desirability  of  landscaping  facilities  such  as  those 
maintained  by  the  Port;  and  he  remarked  that  a  considerable  landscaping  program  had 
been  undertaken  by  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles.  Under  the  circumstances,  he  felt  that 
the  Director's  recommendation  regarding  landscaping  of  the  west  and  south  margins 
of  the  fill  should  be  considered  a  reasonable  requirement. 

Mr.  Sembler  stated  that  he  was  wary  of  committing  the  Port  Authority  to 
such  a  project  at  the  present  time.   In  any  case,  he  felt  that  federal  beautifica- 
tion  programs  might  be  available  to  provide  amenities  of  that  sort. 

The  Director  remarked  that  the  Commission  had,  on  many  occasions,  placed 
more  stringent  landscaping  requirements  on  private  developers  who  had  had  less 
resources  than  the  Port;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  he  did  not  feel  that  his 
recommendation  for  landscaping  was  unreasonable.   In  fact,  he  thought  it  possible 
that  the  Commission  might  wish  to  go  beyond  his  recommendation  and  to  require  that 
the  Port  Authority  provide  further  amenity  in  the  India  Basin  area  by  dredging  the 
area  which  had  been  mentioned  by  Mr.  Brady. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  Mr.  Sembler  had  any  objection  to  the  require- 
ment proposed  by  the  Director  that  problems  in  the  proposed  fill  area  should  be 
resolved  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  South  Bayshore  Plan.   Mr.  Sembler 
replied  in  the  negative.   He  indicated,  however,  that  he  was  still  disturbed  about 
the  requirement  that  problems  in  the  proposed  fill  area  should  be  resolved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  State  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings. 

The  Director  suggested  that  that  requirement  could  be  reworded  to  specify 
that  the  problems  should  be  resolved  through  the  mutual  satisfaction  of  the  Port  and 
the  State  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings. 
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After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  recommendation  of  the 
Director,  as  amended,  be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6267. 

At  4:45  P.M.  President  Brinton  announced  a  ten  minute  recess.  The 
Commission  reconvened  at  4:55  P.M.  and  proceeded  with  hearing  of  the  remainder  of 
the  agenda. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  POLICY  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  PROVIDING  RAPID  TRANSIT  SERVICE  TO  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  AND  TO  THE  PENINSULA. 

Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  submitted  and  described  a  report 
which  he  had  prepared  for  the  consideration  of  the  Commission.  The  report,  which 
is  available  in  the  files  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  can  be  summarized  as 
follows: 

Background 

"In  1961  San  Mateo  County  withdrew  from  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  District.   This  eliminated  machinery  for  the  planning 
and  development  of  new  rapid  transit  facilities  to  the  Pen- 
insula. 

By  1964,  three  years  later,  San  Mateo  County  officials  had 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  transportation  situation  in 
the  country  indicated  that  there  well  might  be  a  need  for 
public  action  to  provide  mass  transit  facilities.   They  spon- 
sored the  formation  of  the  West  Bay  Rapid  Transit  Authority, 
created  by  the  State  Legislature  to  renew  the  preparation  of 
rapid  transit  plans  for  the  Peninsula,  to  prepare  plans  for 
financing  and  implementation,  and  (if  voter  approval  were 
obtained  by  1970)  to  actually  build  and  operate  rapid  transit 
facilities. 

The  West  Bay  Rapid  Transit  Authority  legislation  provided  that 
San  Francisco,  San  Mateo  County,  and  Santa  Clara  County  can 
join.   So  far,  only  San  Mateo  County  has  joined.   The  Authority 
has  engaged  in  studies  of  the  feasibility  of  methods  of  pro- 
viding mass  transportation  in  the  County,  and  between  it  and 
adjacent  counties  --  particularly  San  Francisco. 

A  number  of  proposals  have  been  studied,  including  use  of 
hovercraft,  hydrofoil  boats,  express  buses  on  private  rights- 
of-way,  and  a  subway  under  El  Camino  Real.  The  alternatives 
that  have  been  under  consideration  by  WBRTA  for  implementa- 
tion include: 
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(a)  Extension  of  the  Mission-Daly  City  BARTD  rapid  transit 
line  from  its  terminal  at  Daly  City  to  the  vicinity  of 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  or  directly  to  the 
terminal  with  present  Southern  Pacific  service  continuing; 

(b)  Extension  of  the  BARTD  line  from  Daly  City  to  San  Jose; 

(c)  Up-grading  and  improvement  of  the  existing  Southern 
Pacific  suburban  railway  line  including  the  provision 
of  a  new  downtown  terminal; 

(d)  A  county-wide  bus  system  including  feeder  service  to 
the  Daly  City  BARTD  station  with  possible  limited  ex- 
press bus  service  to  downtown  San  Francisco  if  prefer- 
ential highway  facilities  are  available.  The  S.P. 
service  would  remain  unchanged; 

(e)  The  continuation  of  existing  transit  service. 

While  San  Francisco  will  have,  with  the  completion  of  the  BARTD 
system,  a  first  class  rapid  transit  system  to  the  East  Bay  and 
serving  the  southwest  part  of  the  City,  rapid  transit  or  express 
transit  service  serving  Marin,  the  Peninsula,  the  airport,  and 
the  southeast  Bayshore  area  within  San  Francisco  will  be  lacking 
or  at  best  inadequate. 

San  Francisco's  Interests  and  Objectives  in  Peninsula  Transpor- 
tation 

San  Mateo  County's  interest  in  good  mass  transportation  to  San 
Francisco  stems  largely  from  the  fact  that  a  good  share  of  their 
employed  persons  work  in  San  Francisco  and  would  greatly  benefit 
by  a  fast,  convenient,  and  inexpensive  means  of  getting  to  and 
from  work. 

San  Francisco  has  four  main  interests  and  objectives  in  wanting 
to  help  shape  the  direction  of  planning  for  fast,  modern,  mass 
transportation  from  the  Peninsula  into  San  Francisco: 

(1)  To  provide  a  high-capacity  means  of  bringing  persons 
into  concentrated  central  areas  for  employment, 
shopping,  business,  visiting,  and  entertainment, 
with  minimum  use  of  land  and  with  a  minimum  of  traf- 
fic congestion; 

(2)  To  provide  a  link  in  a  regional  rapid  transit  system 
serving  the  Central  Business  District,  stimulating  its 
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orderly  development,  and  helping  to  shape  the  direc- 
tion of  its  growth  and  expansion  into  areas  best 
suited  for  concentrated  CBD  uses; 

(3)  To  provide  a  high-capacity,  congestion- free  facility  for 
reaching  San  Francisco  International  Airport; 

(4)  To  provide  mass  transportation  facilities  for  the  South- 
east Bayshore  District  —  both  for  employees  working 
there  who  would  use  it  in  journeys- to-work  outside  the 
City,  or  in  other  parts  of  the  City. 

Summary  and  Conclusions 

1.  Beyond  existing  programs  and  efforts  to  provide  rapid 
transit  via  BARTD  and  upgrading  of  San  Francisco's 
Municipal  Railway  facilities,  the  most  urgent  need  for 
transit  is  between  San  Francisco  and  the  Peninsula, 
including  San  Francisco  International  Airport.   Present 
and  future  highway  congestion,  the  continued  rapid  ex- 
pansion of  airport  oriented  travel,  the  City's  own  South 
Bayshore  needs,  and  anticipated  rapid  population  growth 
on  the  Peninsula  all  point  to  this. 

2.  Any  transit  system  planned  for  this  corridor  should  not 
only  provide  for  commuter  traffic  from  the  Airport  and 
Peninsula,  but  should  also: 

(a)  be  an  integral  part  of  an  over-all  transit  system 
serving  the  City  and  region,  i.e.,  it  should  not 
be  an  ad  hoc  facility  but  should  be  a  part  of  or 
easily  adaptable  to  an  over-all  system; 

(b)  provide  for  and  be  a  tool  to  achieve  the  most 
desired  land  use  development  patterns  in  the  Cen- 
tral Business  District,  the  City  as  a  whole  and 
the  region; 

(c)  serve  the  South  Bayshore  district  of  the  City  -- 
its  population  and  job  centers  --  if  at  all  poss- 
ible. 

3.  Of  the  alternatives  explored  in  this  report,  the  Southern 
Pacific  Up-grading  plans  would  appear  to  be  the  cheapest 
and  quickest  means  of  achieving  meaningful  immediate 
improvements  for  Peninsula  commuters  and  airport  travelers. 
However,  as  indicated  earlier,  the  Southern  Pacific  has 
reacted  negatively  to  these  proposals  and  it  appears 
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futile  to  further  pursue  this  alternative.  West  Bay 
Rapid  Transit  Authority  officials  have  set  aside  further 
consideration  of  this  plan  and  the  City  Planning  Depart- 
ment no  longer  considers  S.P.  Up-grading  feasible  and  is 
concentrating  its  efforts  on  other  alternatives. 

4.  At  this  time,  the  most  desirable  alternative  for  providing 
service  to  the  Airport  and  the  Peninsula  would  be  the  BARTD 
Extension  to  the  Airport.  While  this  does  not  provide 
rapid  transit  service  to  the  Southeast  Bayshore  District 

it  would  allow  the  limited  service  provided  presently  by 
the  S.P.  to  continue.   If  a  WBRTA-BARTD  line  from  Daly  City 
were  to  be  extended  to  San  Jose  this  would  probably  pre- 
clude continued  S.P.  commute  service.  This  would  therefore 
result  in  near  capacity  initial  usage  of  the  BARTD  line 
limiting  the  potential  for  future  growth,  loss  of  limited 
service  to  the  Bayshore  District,  and  the  loss  of  a  second 
direct  rail  commute  line  from  the  Peninsula  to  the  CBD. 
It  is  therefore  proposed  that  new  rapid  transit  service  to 
the  Airport  and  Peninsula  be  initially  limited  to  the  BARTD 
Extension  to  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport,  and  into  the  Air- 
port via  spur  or  other  means,  and  that  long  distance 
Peninsula  commute  service  continue  to  be  provided  by  the 
S.P, 

The  second  stage  of  development  should  consist  of  BARTD 
extension  south  from  the  Airport  to  San  Jose,  replacing 
S.P.  service.  Concurrent  with  this  extension,  an  addi- 
tional BARTD  compatible  line  should  be  constructed  north 
from  the  Airport  through  the  Southeast  Bayshore  to  the 
CBD.   This  would  provide  rapid  transit  service  to  the 
Southeast  Bayshore  as  well  as  providing  additional  capa- 
city for  Airport  and  Peninsula  commuters.  The  northern 
end  of  this  line  could  follow  the  general  routing  proposed 
for  the  S.P„- Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  alternative  and 
eventually  be  tied  into  a  Geary,  Marin,  or  second  East  Bay 
line. 

5.  This  plan  concept  represents  the  most  promising  policy  to 
be  pursued  by  the  City  at  this  time,  and  the  City  should 
take  the  initiative  to  enter  into  direct  and  formal  dis- 
cussions with  West  Bay  Rapid  Transit  Authority  so  that 
joint  planning  and  development  of  rapid  transit  can  be 
successfully  brought  about  to  serve  San  Francisco's  down- 
town, its  Southeast  Bayshore  area,  its  Airport  and 
Peninsula.   It  is  vital  that  San  Francisco  participate  in 
the  decisions  early,  decisions  which  will  have  crucial 
effect  on  its  future  growth  and  development.   Otherwise, 
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it  is  possible  that  major  decisions,  possibly  not  in 
the  City's  best  interests,  will  be  made  without  San 
Francisco's  participation. 

Such  policy  plans  are  necessary  to  provide  a  framework  for 
evaluation  of  proposals  which  may  arise  in  the  future. 

6.  City  policy  should  also  be  geared  to  relating  the  design  of 
its  Airport  expansion  with  the  potential  of  a  direct  rapid 
transit  link  to  the  Airport  from  downtown  San  Francisco. 
This  effort  should  involve  relevant  San  Francisco  and  West 
Bay  public  agencies. 

7.  Locational  and  design  criteria  for  any  transit  system  in 
the  Bayshore  corridor  are  being  developed  and  defined  by 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  as  part  of  its  current  work 
program  geared  to  the  development  of  transportation  policy 
for  the  City." 

Subsequently,  the  Director  submitted  and  read  a  draft  resolution  which 
contained  the  following  resolves: 

"NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission 
recommends  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  the 
present  policy  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  be: 

1.  That  the  most  promising  alternative  of  those  now  under 
consideration  for  expeditiously  providing  rapid  transit 
to  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and  to  the  Pen- 
insula is  the  extension  of  the  BARTD  line  to  the  vicinity 
of  the  airport  and  into  the  airport  via  a  spur  or  other 
means. 

2.  That  the  most  satisfactory  long  term  rapid  transit  develop- 
ment now  under  consideration  for  the  total  Southeast 
Bayshore- Peninsula  Corridor  would  consist  of  the  extension 
of  the  Airport  BARTD  line  south  from  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport  to  San  Jose,  with  concurrent  extension 

of  a  BARTD  compatible  line  north  from  the  airport  through 
the  Southeast  Bayshore  District  to  the  Central  Business 
District  to  provide  rapid  transit  service  to  the  Southeast 
Bayshore  as  well  as  to  provide  additional  capacity  for  air- 
port travelers  and  Peninsula  commuters;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  should  engage  in  discussions 
with  the  West  Bay  Rapid  Transit  Authority  and  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  District  for  the  purpose  of  joint  planning  and  development 
of  multi-purpose  rapid  transit  to  serve  San  Francisco,  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport  and  the  Peninsula." 
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John  Dykstra,  representing  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  asked 
if  the  Commission  would  defer  action  on  the  Director's  recommendation  until  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  had  an  opportunity  to  analyze  the  effect  which  the  rec- 
ommendations would  have  on  approved  redevelopment  projects  at  Yerba  Buena  Center, 
Butchertown  and  Hunters  Point-  He  noted  that  approval  of  the  G.E.  Monorail  project 
would  involve  construction  of  a  terminal  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center;  and,  therefore, 
the  recommendations  of  the  Director  of  Planning  could  significantly  affect  plans 
for  that  redevelopment  project  area. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  fundamental  concern  of  the  Commission  should 
be  to  establish  a  policy  for  provision  of  an  over-all  transportation  system  which 
would  serve  the  city  and  the  region.  He  noted  that  over-all  policies  of  the  sort 
proposed  could  affect  many  different  kinds  of  projects;  however,  he  felt  that  it  is 
essential  that  a  policy  should  be  established  to  provide  a  frame  of  reference  for 
major  development  projects. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kearney,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Newman,  and  carried  unanimously  that  the  draft  resolution  recom- 
mended by  the  Director  of  Planning  be  adopted  as  City  Planning  Commission  Resolu- 
tion No.  6268. 

CURRENT  MATTERS  CONTINUED 

John  Tolan,  Mayor  Alioto's  Deputy  for  Development,  informed  the  Commis- 
sion of  the  steps  which  had  been  taken  by  the  Mayor's  office  to  obtain  a  commitment 
from  the  federal  government  for  release  of  portions  of  Fort  Funs ton,  Fort  Miley, 
and  Fort  Mason.  The  federal  government  had  agreed  that  portions  of  Fort  Miley  and 
Fort  Funston  would  be  released  if  they  could  be  used  for  housing;  however,  it  had 
specified  that  any  building  sites  created  on  the  property  should  be  sold  at  their 
appraised  value.  Therefore,  while  the  property  could  not  be  used  to  increase  the 
city's  supply  of  low  cost  housing,  it  might  be  possible  to  use  the  Fort  Miley 
property  for  housing  which  would  be  suitable  for  elderly  people  or  for  families 
with  children.   Acquisition  of  Fort  Funston  would  have  the  added  attraction  of  pro- 
viding the  city  with  shoreline  property  which  would  have  to  be  maintained  as  open 
space  since  it  would  be  too  steep  for  building. 

Mr.  Tolan  stated  that  a  private  development  firm  had  been  consulted  in 
order  to  gain  a  better  idea  of  how  the  surplus  federal  properties  might  be  utilized 
for  housing;  however,  Mayor  Alioto  had  not  committed  the  city  to  any  particular 
plan  or  to  any  particular  developer.  Yet,  now  that  a  commitment  had  been  obtained 
from  the  federal  government  that  it  would  release  the  property  for  housing,  he 
hoped  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  be  able  to  prepare  recommendations 
regarding  the  types  of  residential  development  which  might  be  appropriate  on  the 
sites. 

With  regard  to  Fort  Mason,  Mr.  Tolan  stated  that  the  federal  government 
had  agreed  to  give  up  its  holdings  in  exchange  for  a  new  federal  office  building 
to  be  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  existing  Federal  Office  Building  in  Civic 
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Center.   If  such  an  exchange  could  not  be  effected,  the  federal  government  would 
build  a  new  office  building  in  Fort  Mason. 

Mr.  Tolan  realized  that  both  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  had  adopted  policies  stating  that  Fort  Mason  should  be  preserved  as 
open  space.  However,  he  emphasized  that  the  federal  government  was  not  prepared 
to  release  the  property  for  that  purpose;  and  he  felt  that  the  most  that  any  pri- 
vate developer  who  might  acquire  the  site  could  be  required  to  do  would  be  to 
maintain  the  Officers'  Club  because  of  its  historical  importance. 

Mr.  Tolan  asked  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  review  the  property 
exchange  which  had  been  proposed  by  the  federal  government  and  to  prepare  recommen- 
dations for  an  appropriate  development  of  Fort  Mason.  However,  since  the  federal 
government  had  indicated  that  it  would  require  300,000  square  feet  of  office  space 
plus  parking  spaces  for  800  automobiles,  it  was  obvious  that  the  success  of  the 
property  exchange  would  depend  a  large  part  on  the  value  of  the  zoning  recommended 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  Fort  Mason.   In  conclusion,  Mr.  Tolan  remarked 
that  the  proposal  made  by  the  federal  government  whereby  Fort  Mason  would  be 
exchanged  for  a  privately  constructed  office  building  would  benefit  the  city  by 
returning  Fort  Mason  to  the  tax  rolls. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:40  P.M. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 


SAII  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COI  HUSSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  September  19,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commissioner  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
September  19,  1968,  at  1:00  P.M. 

PRESENT:  William  M.  Brinton,  President;  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter, 
Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott,  James  S.  Kearney, 
Walter  S.  Newman,  and  Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the 
City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:   Mortimer  Fleishhacker,  Jr. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allen  B. 
Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  Dean  L.  Macris,  Assistant  Director-Plans  and  Programs; 
Maurice  F.  Groat,  Planner  IV-Urban  Systems  Analyst;  Samual  Jung,  Planner  IV;  Marie 
Carlberg,  Planner  III;  David  Smith,  Planner  II;  Clifford  Marks,  Planner  I;  and 
Lynn  E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Scott  Blakey  represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle;  Donald  Canter 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  George  Dusheck  represented  television 
station  KQED. 

1:00  P.M.  -  Field  Trip 

Members  of  the  Commission  and  staff  departed  from  100  Larkin  Street  at 
1:00  P.M.  to  take  a  field  trip  to  properties  scheduled  for  consideration  during  the 
zoning  hearing  of  October  3  and  to  property  which  was  the  subject  of  the  referrals 
which  were  to  be  considered  during  the  present  meeting. 

2:1$  P.M.  -  100  Larkin  Street 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Elliott, 
and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  September  10,  1968,  be 
approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

Allun  B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning,  advised  the  Commission  that 
Judith  Gaffin,  Planner  II,  Urban  Economist-Demographer,  is  leaving  the  Department 
to  return  to  graduate  school.  Both  the  Director  and  the  Commission  commended 
Mrs.  Gaffin  for  the  work  which  she  had  accomplished  for  the  Department. 

The  Director  reported  that  the  Planning  and  Development  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  meeting  on  Tuesday,  had  recommended  to  the  full  Board  that 
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the  Downtown  Zoning  Ordinance  provisions  pertaining  to  Jackson  Square  and  the 
adejacent  areas  be  amended  as  recommended  by  the  Commission  with  the  exception  of 
the  parking  exemption  amendment.   The  Committee  recommended  that  all  properties 
of  up  to  20,000  square  feet  be  completely  exempted  from  parking  requirements. 
These  actions  were  in  accordance  with  the  Committee's  original  recommendation. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  copies  of  the  final  report  on 
the  Mission  Street  Transit  Station  Areas  Design  Study  had  been  received  from  the 
consultants;  and  he  indicated  that  he  was  now  prepared  to  authorize  final  payment 
to  the  consultants . 

Pete  Groat,  Planner  IV-Urban  Systems  Analyst,  presented  and  summarized  a 
report  entitled,  "Status  of  the  San  Francisco  Simulation  Model".  This  report  is 
available  in  the  files  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  After  discussing  the 
purpose  of  the  model  and  commenting  upon  the  work  which  had  been  done  by  the  staff 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  develop  and  refine  the  model,  Mr.  Groat 
reported  on  the  current  status  of  the  model  as  follows : 

"l.   In  terms  of  its  computer  operation,  the  model  appears 
to  be  free  of  serious  errors  of  the  kind  that  caused 
visible  malfunctions  in  the  past; 

2.  As  a  simulation  of  the  housing  market,  as  measured 
by  the  new  construction  activity  in  San  Francisco 
from  I960  to  1966,  the  model  does  not  appear  to  be 
reliable  at  this  point. 

While  there  may  be  a  number  of  causes  responsible  for 
this  failure  to  simulate  accurately,  the  principal 
deficiency  seems  to  be  in  the  quality  and  quantity  of 
information  needed  for  the  operation  of  the  model. 
This  evaluation  is  based  on  information  from  the  series, 
Changes  in  the  Housing  Inventory,  first  published  by 
the  Department  in  1967.  These  reports  contain  inform- 
ation derived  from  special  surveys  of  City  records 
which  are  kept  current  and  have  provided  a  means  for 
measuring  the  model's  reliability  with  data  not  avail- 
able to  the  earlier  model  analysis  during  the  Community 
Renewal  Program.  The  improved  information  pointed  up 
variations  by  areas  of  the  City  and  by  structure  types 
which  made  the  results  of  the  model,  though  good  on 
the  whole,  suspect  in  part.  It  was  this  evaluation 
which  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  model  cannot  be 
considered  a  sufficiently  reliable  simulation  at  this 
point  in  time. 
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However,  there  are  a  number  of  hopeful  indications 
that ,  even  though  the  model  is  not  performing  in  an 
acceptable  quantitative  manner,  the  qualitative 
results,  or  directions,  seem  reasonable.  For  this 
reason,  no  general  inferences  concerning  the  impact 
of  the  policy  alternative  incorporated  in  this  ver- 
sion of  the  model  have  been  drawn.  Although  the 
model  has  not  performed  to  a  standard  of  clear 
acceptability  of  its  results,  neither  is  there  evi- 
dence that  its  basic  structure  has  been  invalidated. 
There  is  vex'y  good  reason  to  believe  that  improve- 
ment in  the  information  base  and  clarification  of 
certain  functional  aspects  of  the  model  would  result 
in  greatly  improved  operations. 

3.   As  an  easily  employed  device,  the  model  continues  to 
leave  much  to  be  desired,   In  particular: 

-  Knowledge  of  its  operation  is  restricted  to  a 
very  limited  staff; 

-  Its  computer  program  is  insufficiently  docu- 
mented and  has  not  been  adequately  " flow charted" ; 

-  It  remains  time  consuming  and  difficult  to 
analyze.  Standard  analytical  "output"  formats 
are  required  if  the  model  is  to  be  used  with 
any  facility  for  regular  operations ; 

-  Its  use  is  not  sufficiently  understood  by  a 
broad  spectrum  of  responsible  agencies; 

-  Its  considerable  need  for  information  cannot  be 
satisfied  by  any  existing  system  within  City 
government ,  and  its  dependence  upon  census  data 
makes  it  especially  vulnerable." 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Groat  stated  that  the  staff  of  the  Department 
responsible  for  the  future  development  of  the  model,  had  formulated  the  following 
recommendations  for  consideration  by  the  Commission: 

"The  foregoing  conclusions  regarding  the  performance  of  the  model 
have  led  the  staff  of  the  Department,  responsible  for  its 
further  development,  to  the  following  recommendations: 

1.  That  further  operations  with  the  simulation  model 
be  terminated  at  this  time  in  the  interest  of 
other  work  programs  of  the  Department ; 
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2.  That  the  money  originally  appropriated  for  the 
simulation  model  operation  be  used  in  upcoming 
surveys  of  the  housing  market  to  provide  the 
information  about  the  housing  stock  and  its 
users  which  may,  in  the  long  run,  serve  the  end 
of  an  improved  information  system  that  will 
permit,  as  a  by-product,  improvement  of  the  model; 

3.  That  sources  of  funds  outside  the  City  be  sought 
as  quickly  as  possible  to  flowchart  and  document 
the  computer  program  and  to  prepare  a  detailed 
systems  manual  that  will  describe  the  operation 
and  use  of  the  model; 

k.  That  sources  of  funds  outside  the  City  be  sought 
for  the  establishment  of  the  independent  inform- 
ation system  required  for  effective  operation  of 
the  simulation  model; 

5.  That  sources  of  funds  be  sought  to  bring  inform- 
ation about  the  housing  stock  of  the  City  and 
the  various  demands  that  will  be  made  upon  it  in 
the  future  up  to  date. 

Commissioner  Porter  asked  if  she  were  correct  in  understanding  that  the 
effectiveness  of  the  model  had  been  limited  by  the  lack  of  adequate  information 
and  by  the  city's  lack  of  control  over  the  actions  of  private  investors.  Mr.  Groat 
replied  that  both  the  quality  and  quantity  of  information  available  for  the  model 
had  been  deficient.   However,  even  though  the  city  does  not  have  control  over  the 
actions  of  private  investors,  the  housing  market  closely  represents  the  conditions 
cf  the  perfect  market;  and,  therefore,  he  felt  that  it  would  be  possible  for  the 
staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  learn  enough  about  the  behavior  of 
private  investors  in  the  housing  market  to  provide  reliable  information  for  the 
model. 

The  Director  advised  the  Commission  that  the  consultants  who  had  wox-ked 
with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  the  design  of  the  model  had  been  made 
aware  of  the  staff's  conclusions  and  recommendations;  and  he  indicated  that  the 
consultants  were  in  agreement  with  the  position  taken  by  the  staff. 

Commissioner  Ilewman  asked  how  much  money  had  been  invested  in  the  model. 
Mr.  Groat  replied  that  approximately  $1^2,000  had  been  spent  on  the  model,  including 
a  cash  expenditure  of  $39,000  by  the  city.  In  addition,  most  of  his  office  time 
had  been  spent  on  the  model  since  1965. 

The  Director  stated  that  it  was  his  opinion  that  both  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  city  had  benefited  greatly  from  the  work  which 
had  been  done  on  the  model.  Much  had  been  learned  about  housing  conditions  in  the 
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city  and  the  reasons  for  those  conditions;  and,  as  a  result,  a  new  sense  of  direc- 
tion had  been  achieved.  He  remarked  that  it  would  have  been  easy  for  the  staff  to 
have  continued  with  its  work  on  the  model;  however,  because  of  present  circumstances 
and  because  of  staffing  and  time  allocation  problems,  the  decision  had  bean  reached 
that  further  operation  of  the  simulation  model  should  be  terminated  for  the  time 
being  in  the  interest  of  other  work  program  items  of  the  Department.  Since  only 
Mr.  Groat  has  any  real  familiarity  with  the  operation  of  the  model,  he  felt  that 
it  was  important  that  the  report  presently  being  discussed  had  been  prepared;  and, 
if  outside  funds  could  be  obtained,  he  felt  that  a  detailed  systems  manual  should 
be  prepared  to  describe  the  operation  and  use  of  the  model. 

Commissioner  Porter  stated  that  she  was  pleased  that  the  report  had  been 
published  and  that  the  Department  intended  to  seek  outside  funds  for  preparation 
of  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  model  since  she  had  always  been  uncomfortable 
about  the  fact  that  the  model  had  been  understood  by  only  one  person. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  private  industry  would  be  interested  in  using 
the  model.  Mr  Groat  replied  that  he  was  certs.in  that  private  industry  would  be 
interested  in  using  the  model  if  it  were  fully  operational;  however,  he  indicated 
that  he  was  somewhat  dubious  about  the  reliability  of  the  model  as  of  the  present 

time. 

Commissioner  Newman  asked  how  much  money  the  Department  would  save  as  a 
result  of  the  decision  to  stop  work  on  the  model  at  the  present  time.  The  Director 
replied  that  the  Department  would  save  $10,000  in  consultant  fees  plus  Mr.  Groat's 
staff  time;  and  he  indicated  that  both  of  those  resources  could  be  used  for  other 
studies  which  would,  in  time,  make  the  model  more  meaningful. 

President  Brinton  asked  how  much  money  would  be  needed  to  prepare  a 
detailed  systems  manual  of  the  model  and  to  flowchart  and  document  the  computer 
program^  Mr.  Groat  estimated  that  such  a  project  would  cost  between  $10,000  and 
$15,000. 

Commissioner  Porter  inquired  if  there  were  any  possibility  that  funds 
might  be  made  available  by  the  federal  government  for  further  work  on  the  model. 
The  Director  replied  that  it  was  his  opinion  that  other  projects  should  have  higher 
priority;  and  he  felt  that  one  of  the  best  uses  of  federal  funds  would  be  to  pro- 
vide a  data  bank  for  the  city, 

Mr.  Groat  agreed  with  the  Director.  He  remarked  that  it  would  not  be 
possible  to  work  with  the  model  if  it  remains  necessary  to  rely  on  data  from  the 
official  census  for  input  since  the  recording  system  used  for  the  official  census 
is  frequently  changed.  Under  the  circumstances,  he  felt  that  it  was  imperative 
that  the  city  should  establish  a  data  sysvem  of  its  own. 

BUFERRALS 

P6U.50  Vacation  of  a  portion  of  Bowdoin  Street  north  of  Gaven  Street. 

(Under  advisement  from  meeting  of  December  7,   1964). 


• 
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R118.68.3  Tentative  subdivision  map,  Block  58U6. 

R08.U7  Vacation  of  portions   of  Gaven  Street  and  exchange  of  property. 

R118.68.U  Resubdi vision  of  portions   of  Block  58U6  and  586l. 

Samuel  Jung,  Planner  IV,  reported  on  these  referrals   as   follows: 

"The  State  Division  of  Highways  has   sold  a  surplus  parcel  of 
approximately  four  acres  on  the  south  edge  of  Alemany  canyon, 
at  the  north  end  of  the  Portola  district,   a  quarter  of  a 
mile  west  of  the  Alemany  interchange.     The  site  is  bounded 
on  the  north  by  the  Southern  Freeway  and  by  Alemany  Way, 
a  3-lane  one-way  eastbound  city  street  with  a  1+0  mile  per 
hour  speed  limit,  which  crosses   over  Southern  Freeway  just 
north  of  the  site.     The  Terrace  Drive-in  Theatre  was   formerly 
located  in  the  bowl-shaped  western  half  of  the  site.     The 
eastern  half  of  the  site  has   a  one-to-one  slope  where  it 
adjoins   the  rear  years   of  the  existing  development  to  the 
south  and  also  in  places   along  Alemany  Way  and  the  freeway. 
Gaven  Street,   an  unimproved  fee  street   connecting  Alemany 
Way  with  Bowdoin  Street ,   goes   through  the  eastern  part  of 
the  site. 

The  property  is   in  the  R-l  zoning  district  and  because 
of  its   size  would  be  eligible  as   a  planned  unit   development. 
The  owners   are  not  using  the  planned  unit   development  pro- 
visions  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  however,;  they  are  pro- 
posing a  development  of  thirty-two  3  and  U-bedroom,  two- 
car  garage  homes   in  the  $30,000   class. 

For  the  western  half  of  the  site,  the  owners  have 
submitted  a  tentative  subdivision  map,   and  for  the  eastern 
half,   a  tentative  parcel  map   (resubdi vision)    and  request 
for  vacation  of  portions   of  Gaven  Street  in  exchange  for 
dedication  of  other  land  to  permit  realignment.     Gaven 
Street  is  presently  mapped  as   a  50-foot  wide  street.      The 
realigned  street  will  be  h2  feet  wide,  with  a  6-foot  side- 
walk on  the  north  side  and  a  2-foot  walk  on  the  south  side 
below  a  wall  varying  from  three  to  seven  feet  high,   above 
which  there  will  be  no  houses.      The  3^-foot  roadway  will 
be  sufficient  for  two  moving  lanes   of  traffic  and  two 
parking  lanes.      If  Gaven  Street  is   improved  according  to 
this  plan  it  will  undoubtedly  be  used  for  access  to  the 
Portola  district  from  Alemany  Boulevard  and  the  Southern 
Freeway  and  will  attract  through  traffic  in  addition  to 
serving  the  new  houses. 
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In  the  resubdi vision  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
site  there  will  be  9  houses  fronting  on  Gaven  Street, 
three  on  Bowdoin  Street,  and  one  on  Alemany  Way  (Lot  lU) , 
the  latter  accessible  by  automobile  only  from  the  east- 
bound  direction  on  Alemany  Way. 

A  proposal,  R6U.50,  for  the  vacation  of  the  stub 
end  of  Bowdoin  Street  at  the  freeway,  a  fee  street 
approximately  U5  by  60  feet ,  was  considered  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  in  I96U  and  taken  under  advisement 
pending  the  approval  of  a  development  plan  for  the  State 
Division  of  Highways  surplus  property.  The  owner  on  the 
east  side  of  Bowdoin  Street  still  wants  the  vacation, 
the  Fire  Department  has  withdrawn  its  previous  objection, 
and  the  State  Division  of  Highways  has  no  need. for  the 
street  for  access  to  the  freeway.  The  abolition  of  this 
corner  will  prevent  the  subdivider  from  having  corner 
lots  but  will  also  give  him  enough  additional  land  to 
enlarge  the  lots  sufficiently. 

The  lots  of  this  resubdivision  are  mostly  wide  and 
shallow  but  meet  the  requirements  of  the  City  Planning 
Code.  Seme  of  the  lots  along  Gaven  Street  will  have 
rear  yards  as  shallow  as  16  feet;  because  they  back  on 
the  freeway,  Section  132(c)  of  the  City  Planning  Code 
permits  them  to  be  reduced  by  10  feet.  On  the  other 
side  of  the  street,  however,  is  an  uphill  lot,  Lot  12, 
approximately  80  by  38U  feet  where  no  development  is 
proposed  and  which  may  well  become  tax  delinquent  in 
time  with  no  one  responsible  for  its  maintenance. 

If  the  tentative  subdivision  map  is  approved  as 
submitted,  the  19-house  development  on  the  western 
portion  of  the  site  will  have  access  only  from  a  cul- 
de-sac  off  of  one-way  inbound  Alemany  Way.  The  closest 
access  to  Alemany  Way  itself  is  one-third  of  a  mile  to 
the  west  at  Trumbull  and  Cambridge  Streets.  Although 
access  is  roundabout,  exit  would  be  possible  in  two 
ways  eastbound;  via  Alemany  Way  or  via  Gaven  Street. 

Although  permitting  Gaven  Street  to  open  on  to 
Alemany  Way  would  be  a  very  great  convenience  to  the 
residents  of  the  western  part  of  the  site  in  giving 
them  another  way  out  in  addition  to  Alemany  Way,  the 
proposed  connection  of  Gaven  with  Alemany  is  extremely 
awkward  and  dangerous ,  located  on  a  curve  just  before 
Alemany  Way  becomes  an  overpass.  Because  of  the  high 
speed  of  traffic  and  short  sight  distance  at  this 
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point,  it  would  be  desirable  for  Gaven  Street  not 
to  join  Alemany  but  to  be  made  into  a  cul-de-sac, 
however,  with  a  pedestrian  way  connecting  with 
Alemany  Way.      The  cul-de-sac  should  be  adequately 
screened  so  that  it  will  not  appear  as   a  through 
route  to  traffic  on  Alemany  Way. 

Two  of  the  houses   in  this  subdivision  will 
front  directly  on  Alemany  Way;   the  other  17.  will  be 
on  the  cul-de-sac,  which  will  have  a  U6-foot  wide 
right-of-way  with  a  30-foot  roadway,   U-foot  side- 
walks  and  H-foot  planting  strips   on  each  side,   and 
a  50-foot  turnaround  at  the  end.      The  lot  sizes 
meet  the  requirements   of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

Both  parts   of  the  development  would  be  served 
by  schools   in  the  Portola  district,   and  by  shopping 
and  buses   on  San  Bruno  and  Silver  Avenues.     Hill- 
crest  is  the  nearest  elementary  school  at  Yale 
Street  and  Silver  Avenue,  only  1200  feet  or  less 
than  a  quarteroof  a  mile  distant  as  the  crow  flies 
from  the  point  where  the   cul-de-sac  into  the  bowl 
enters  Alemany  Way,  but  two-thirds  of  a  mile  via 
Alemany  and  Cambridge  or  Gaven.      Because  of  the 
isolation  of  the  area,   a  pedestrian  route  should 
be  provided  so  that  the  school  can  be  reached  on 
foot  by  some  other  route  than  Alemany  Way  or  Gaven 
Street.      There  are  two  apparent  possibilities,   either 
of  which  would  require  a  stairway  for  part  of  the 
way:      either  connecting  to  the  present   dead  end 
of  West  View  Avenue,  or  connecting  to  Sweeny 
Street  near  Princeton  Street  by  way  of  a  10-foot 
sewer  easement  between  Lots   7  and  8  in  the  new 
subdivision  and  over  Lots   13  and  lk,  Block  5862. 
The  owner  of  Lots   13  and  lk  in  Block  5862  own  the 
fee  to  the  sewer  easement  through  their  properties 
and  the   developer  would  have  to  acquire  an  ease- 
ment  from  them.      The  pedestrian  way  should  be 
constructed  at  the  expense  of  the  developer  and 
should  be   completed  by  the  time  his  houses   are 
placed  on  the  market. 

Unfortunately,  the  various  possibilities  for 
providing  vehicular  access   to  the  new  subdivision 
in  addition  to  Alemany  Way  are  not  in  fact  very 
practical.      There  is   a  slide  problem  at  the  dead 
end  of  West  View  Avenue  and  it   drops   off  abruptly; 
a  ramp  connection  would  be   costly  and  would  take 
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up  a  great  deal  of  space.     Even  if  two  adjacent  lots 
could  be  acquired  on  Sweeny  Street,  the  topography 
is  such  that  a  new  street  connection  would  be  diffi- 
cult.     If  Gaven  Street  could  be  extended  as   a  two-way 
service  road  to  the  western  half  of  the  site,  it 
would  require   cutting  the  one-to-one  slope  and  hold- 
ing it  with  a  UO-foot  high  retaining  wall.     The 
developer  is  understandably  reluctant  to  consider  any 
of  these  three  means   of  securing  access. 

In  summary,  the  western  half  of  the  site  is 
really  only  suitable  for  a  use  which  people  are 
willing  to  reach  by  automobile  in  a  somewhat  round- 
about fashion." 

In  conclusion,  Mr.   Jung  stated  that  original  plans   for  the  subdivison 
had  shown  that  Lot  12,  Block  586l,  would  not  be  developed;   and  he  indicated  that 
revised  plans  which  had  been  submitted  to  the  staff  earlier  in  the  afternoon  had 
shown  that  a  second  lot  would  also  be  unused. 

Commissioner  Ilewman,   referring  to  the  subdivison  plans,   asked  if  he 
were   correct  in  understanding  that  three  of  the  proposed  houses  would  have  driveway 
access   directly  from  Alemany  Boulevard. 

Mr.   Jung  replied  in  the  affirmative  and  indicated  that  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  had  suggested  that  additional  driveway  paving  be  provided  for 
those  houses   to  protect  their  owners   from  having  to  back  into  Alemany  Boulevard 
traffic. 

Harold  C.   Dow,  architect  for  the  applicant,   stated  that  he  had  nothing 
to  add  to  comments  which  had  been  made  by  Mr.   Jung. 

Mr.   Jung  presented  the  staff's   recommendation  on  the  subject  referrals 
as   follows : 

"R6^.^0  -  The  vacation  of  Bowdoin  Street  north  of  Gaven 
Street  is  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan. 

R.68.1+7  -  The  vacation  of  portions   of  Gaven  Street  and 
exchange  of  property  to  permit  the  realignment  of 
Gaven  Street  is  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan 
only  if  Gaven  Street  is  not  cut  through  to  Alemany 
Way  but  is  made  into  a  cul-de-sac  with  an  adequate 
turnaround  and  with  screening  to  prevent  Alemany  Way 
traffic  from  attempting  to  reach  it,   and  with  a 
pedestrian  connection  at  least  10  feet  wide  to 
Alemany  Way. 
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R118.63.U  -  In  the  resubdi vision  of  portions  of 
Blocks  58U6  and  586l,  Gaven  Street  should  become  a 
cul-de-sac  with  only  a  pedestrian  connection  to 
Alemany  Way.   Lot  lU,  Block  5S0I,  with  access  on 
Alemany  Way  should  be  eliminated.   So  that  Lot  12, 
Block  586l,  will  not  be  abandoned  to  become  tax 
delinquent  and  a  nuisance,  its  area  should  be 
distributed  to  the  adjacent  lots  in  the  resubdivision. 

R118.68.3  -  The  tentative  subdivision  map  of 
Block  58U6  should  not  be  approved  unless  additional 
pedestrian  access  is  provided  either  to  the  dead 
end  of  West  View  Avenue  or  to  Sweeny  Street;  the 
latter  could  be  accomplished  through  use  of  the 
existing  10-foot  wide  sewer  easement  through  Lots 
13  and  lU,  Block  5862.  The  pedestrian  way  should 
be  installed  at  the  expense  of  the  developer  prior 
to  the  time  that  houses  in  the  subdivision  are 
placed  on  sale.   Lots  1  and  19  with  access  directly 
on  Alemany  Way  should  be  eliminated. 

Undergrounding  of  utilities  should  be  provided  in 
both  the  resubdivision  and  the  subdivision." 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Jung  stated  that  the  recommendation  regarding  Lot  12, 
Block  586l,  should  also  apply  to  the  second  unused  lot  which  was  shown  on  the 
revised  plans  which  had  been  submitted  by  the  applicant. 

Mr.  Dow  stated  that  plans  for  the  project  had  been  revised  to  meet  most 
of  the  recommendations  of  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  However, 
the  question  of  the  vacant  lots  and  of  the  proposed  stairwell  had  not  yet  been 
resolved.  Mr.  Dow  noted  that  the  lot  pattern  for  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
subdivision  had  been  changed  so  that  Lot  12  would  be  somewhat  smaller  than  originally 
proposed;  however,  because  of  the  re-arrangement  of  lots ,  Lot_12  would  have  to  be 
added  to  a  single  standard  size  lot  if  the  recommendation  of  the  staff  were  to  be 
followed.  He  did  not  feel  that  it  would  be  fair  to  place  such  a  burden  on  the 
purchaser  of  the  abutting  lot;  and,  therefore,  his  clients  were  proposing  to  retain 
the  vacant  parcel  in  the  hope  that  someone  else  might  wish  to  develop  it  in  the 
future.  Mr.  Dow  believed  that  it  would  be  feasible  to  develop  the  vacant  parcel 
with  a  minimal  disturbance  of  the  hillside;  however,  neither  he  or  his  clients 
wished  become  involved  in  such  a  project.  He  advised  the  Commission  that  the  same 
circumstances  would  apply  to  the  second  parcel  of  property  which  his  clients  pro- 
posed to  leave  vacant  for  the  present  time. 

With  regard  to  the  stairway  which  was  being  recommended  by  the  staff, 
Mr.  Dow  pointed  out  that  use  of  the  sewer  easement  through  Lots  13  and  lU  of 
Block  5862  for  construction  of  the  stairway  would  disturb  the  present  private  use 
of  the  easement  for  landscaped  rear  yard  area;  and  it  would  necessitate  construction 
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of  a  pedestrian  passageway  between  two  houses  which  are  located  only  10  feet  apart. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  a  stairway  were  to  be  provided  to  the  dead  end. of  West  View 
Avenue,  the  design  of  the  stairway  would  be  quite  complicated  because  of  the 
steep  and  uneven  slope  of  the  hill.  He  displayed  a  sketch  of  the  type  of  stairway 
which  would  have  to  be  constructed  in  that  area;  and  he  remarked  that  construction 
of  such  a  stairway  would  cost  approximately  $10,000.  He  felt  that  construction  of 
the  stairway  would  be  impractical;  and  he  doubted  that  it  would  be  greatly  used. 
Furthermore,  if  the  stairway  were  to  be  constructed,  the  developers  could  not 
afford  to  be  responsible  for  its  maintenance;  and  those  costs  would  have  to  be 
assumed  by  the  city. 

Commissioner  Hewman  remarked  that  children  going  to  school  would  have  to 
walk  along  Alemany  Boulevard  if  the  stairway  were  not  constructed;  and  he  felt 
that  this  would  be  a  dangerous  and  undesirable  situation. 

Mr.  Dow  replied  that  the  sidewalk  on  the  south  side  of  Alemany  Boulevard 
is  9  feet  wide;  and  he  noted  that  children  in  other  neighborhoods  such  as  his  own 
walk  further  to  school  along  busy  streets  which  have  even  narrower  sidewalks.  He 
indicated  that  he  did  not  necessarily  approve  of  such  a  situation;  and  he  did  not 
feel  that  a  development  of  the  type  which  was  being  proposed  is  really  very  good. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  subject  site,  like  many  other  areas  in  San  Francisco,  poses 
serious  development  problems ;  and  he  felt  that  he  and  his  clients  were  doing  every 
thing  possible  to  minimize  those  problems  and  to  create  a  practical  development 
which  would  provide  three  and  four  bedroom  houses  at  a  moderate  price. 

Mr.  Jung  remarked  that  plans  for  the  subdivision  indicated  that  side- 
walks in  front  of  the  vacant  properties  would  be  only  two  feet  wide.  Mr.  Dow 
acknowledged  this  fact  and  indicated  that  his  clients  would  be  willing  to  widen 
the  sidewalks  whenever  the  vacant  parcels  are  developed.  After  further  discussion 
of  this  point,  Mr.  Dow  agreed  to  modify  his  plans  to  provide  for  a  wider  right-of- 
way  for  the  sidewalks  so  that  the  city  would  not  have  to  take  action  in  the  future 
to  acquire  the  additional  right-of-way  if  the  sidewalk  paving  were  to  be  widened. 

After  further  discussion,  Mr.  Jung  recommended  that  all  of  the  subject 
referrals  be  taken  under  advisement  for  one  week  to  enable  the  staff  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  to  meet  with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  to  discuss  some  of  the  modifications  which  had  been  made  in  the  plans  for 
the  subdivision.  Mr.  Dow  indicated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  approve  that  delay. 

The  Director  stated  that  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
would  also  give  further  consideration  to  the  vacant  lots  and  to  the  proposed 
stairway  during  the  next  week.  If  no  practical  solution  would  be  found  in  either 
case,  he  would  be  prepared  to  recommend  that  the  applicants  not  be  bound  to  merge 
that  vacant  lots  iwth  adjacent  parcels  or  to  construct  the  stairwell. 

President  Brinton  asked  if  the  vacant  lots  could  be  landscaped.  Mr.  Dow 
replied  that  both  of  the  lots  have  some  ground  cover  at  the  present  time;  and  he 
felt  that  it  would  be  unwise  to  disturb  the  present  status  of  the  hillside  in  any 
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way.  In  any  case,  the  lots  adjacent  to  the  vacant  parcels  would  not  be  the  first 
to  be  developed;  and,  therefore,  the  hillside  would  remain  as  is  for  quite  some 
time. 

After  further  discussion,  it  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Newman,  seconded 
by  Commissioner  Kearney,  and  carried  unanimously  that  all  four  of  the  subject 
referrals  be  taken  under  advisement  until  the  meeting  of  September  26,  1968. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:^5  P.M. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Minutes  of  the  regular  meeting  held  Thursday,  September  26,  1968. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  met  pursuant  to  notice  on  Thursday, 
September  26,  1968  at  1:00  P.M.  at  100  Larkin  Street. 

PRESENT:   William  M.  Brinton,  President:  Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter, 

Vice  President;  Virgil  L.  Elliott,  James  S.  Kearney,  and 
Walter  W.  Wight,  members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

ABSENT:    Commissioners  Mortimer  Fleishhacker ,  Jr.  and  Walter  S.  Newman. 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  represented  by  Allan 
B.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Planning;  R.  Spencer  Steele,  Assistant  Director-Imple- 
mentation; Robert  Passmore,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator.:;  Phoebe  H.  Brown, 
Planner  IV;  Samuel  Jung,  Planner  IV,  Ralph  Mead,  Planner  IV  (Zoning),  and  Lynn 
E.  Pio,  Secretary. 

Donald  Canter  represented  the  San  Francisco  Examiner;  Maitland  Zane 
represented  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle, 

1;00  P.M.  -  Field  Trip 

Members  of  the  Commission  and  staff  departed  from  10C  Larkin  Street 
at  1:00  P. Mo  to  take  a  field  trip  to  properties  in  the  Jackson  Square  area  which 
have  been  proposed  as  landmarks  and  which  will  be  the  subject  of  public  hearings 
to  be  held  by  the  Commission  on  October  3. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

It  was  moved  by  Cornmi ssior.er  Kearney,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Porter, 
and  carried  unanimously  that  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  August  29,  1968,  be 
approved  as  submitted. 

CURRENT  MATTERS 

The  Director  reported  that  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  meeting  on  Wednesday,  had  endorsed  the  concept  of  providing  rapid 
transit  sen/ice  to  the  airport  and  had  recognized  that  monorail  would  be  one  of 
the  possible  means  of  providing  such  service. 

The  Director  informed  the  Commission  that  the  full  Board,  at  its 
meeting  on  Monday ,  had  approved  the  amendments  of  the  City  Planning  Code  for 
Jackson  Square  and  adjacent  areas  as  recommended  by  the  Planning  and  Development 


.  ...  .      ., 

I 


■ 


h: 


